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September 15, 2022 

 

To the Residents of Wisconsin: 

The children, families, and communities of Wisconsin deserve the best public education and 
library systems in the country, and to obtain this goal, we need robust and ongoing investment. 
This type of investment by the leaders of our state was made in the distant past, and it needs to 
be made again. The biennial budget we propose would be the most significant financial 
investment our state has ever made in WisconsinĦs schools and libraries, and it comes at a critical  
time when the need is incredible. Our state deserves no less. 

This budget responds to the critical needs of our schools and libraries in the following key areas: 

¶ Creating predictable and sustainable funding for schools, with increases for per pupil aid and 
revenue limit adjustment increases, and special education reimbursement rate increases 

¶ Increasing, diversifying, and strengthening the educator pipeline, by providing stipends for 
student and intern teachers, stipends for cooperating teachers, and aid for district Ĩgrow your 
ownĩ programs 

¶ Addressing student mental health, replacing a competitive grant model with reimbursement 
model for comprehensive school mental health systems and enhancing aid for school-based 
mental health professionals 

¶ Establishing strong foundations of learning, including funding for early literacy and reading 
improvement , increases in categorical aid for English learners, availability of out -of-school 
time grants to community-based organizations, and subsidies for GED test fees 

¶ Ensuring student nutrition , by providing universal free meals program and incentive 
payments of locally sourced foods in school meals 

¶ Strengthening libraries and lifelong learning, with library system aid increases, adult literacy 
grant increases, and support for the digit ization of collections 

More specifics on these key areas and more are included in the attached budget proposal.  

The focus of our budget on these key areas represents our belief that public schools and libraries 
are foundational to our communities and to our democracy. We prepared this budget with our 
communities and our children foremost in our mind. The children of Wisconsin are the future of 
Wisconsin, and it is up to all of us to prepare them well to lead our state.  

Sincerely,  
 

 

Jill K. Underly 

State Superintendent 
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AGENCY DESCRIPTION 

The department is headed by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, a constitutional 
officer who is elected on the nonpartisan spring ballot for a four-year term.  The State 
Superintendent appoints a deputy state superintendent, an executive assistant, a special 
assistant and assistant state superintendents.  The assistant state superintendents are 
responsible for administering the five operating divisions of the department:  Academic 
Excellence, Finance and Management, Learning Support, Libraries and Technology, and Student 
and School Success.  
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MISSION 

The department, under the leadership and direction of the elected State Superintendent, 
advances the cause of public education and public libraries, and supports Wisconsin's public 
schools, so all school-age children can access high-quality educational programs meeting student 
needs and all citizens have access to comprehensive public library resources and services.   

The department's mission advances educational equity and is driven by the state 
superintendent's vision that every child is a graduate, college and career ready.  The 
department's work builds on the state's nation-leading graduation rates, college entrance exam 
scores and more students taking rigorous college-level courses.  But this vision also 
acknowledges that today, not every child graduates ready for college or career, and this inequity 
ultimately drives the department's work.    

To achieve our vision for every student, the department is committed to ensuring educational 
equity remains central to how the department functions.  Educational equity means that every 
student has access to the educational resources and rigor they need at the right moment in their 
education, across race, gender, ethnicity, language, disability, sexual orientation, family 
background and/or family income.   

The department wants all students in Wisconsin to graduate from high school both academically 
prepared, as well as socially and emotionally competent.  The department strives to ensure all 
graduates possess and demonstrate:  proficiency in academic content and knowledge; the ability 
to apply their knowledge through skills such as critical thinking, communication, collaboration 
and creativity ; and habits for success, including perseverance, responsibility, adaptability and 
leadership.  To this end, the department has established five focus areas of work:   

¶ Effective Instruction:   Each student is taught by teachers using high-quality, standards-
aligned, culturally responsive materials and practices. 

¶ School and Instructional Leadership:  Each student's needs are met in schools led by high-
quality and effective educators.  

¶ Family and Community Engagement:  Each student attends a school that authentically 
engages with families, communities and libraries.  

¶ Safe and Supported Students:  Each student learns in an environment that promotes 
social, emotional and physical well-being and removes barriers to learning.   

¶ Meaningful Relationships with Students:  Each student has meaningful connections with 
at least one adult in their school. 

Public education in Wisconsin is one of our state's great economic and social strengths.  The 
department's mission drives this agenda, providing direct actions to improve student learning, 
promote safe and healthy school environments, and ensure our educators and schools remain 
the best in the nation.  Transforming our education system so every child is a graduate, ready for 
college and career, will continue to make a lasting impact and strengthen prosperity for all in 
Wisconsin.  
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PROGRAMS, GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND ACTIVITIES 

Program 1:  Educational Leadership 

Goal:  Talented, dedicated and well-prepared educators are in every classroom and public school. 

Objective/Activity:  Provide every classroom with teachers who are prepared to help students 
meet the district's challenging academic standards. 

Goal:  Make the department a high-performance organization by focusing on results, service 
quality and customer satisfaction. 

Objective/Activity:  Provide timely, consistent service and dissemination of high-quality 
information and products to customers. 

Program 3:  Aids to Libraries, Individuals and Organizations 

Goal:  Ensure all citizens have equal access to comprehensive public library resources and 
services. 

Objective/Activity:  All libraries make effective use of technology and the Internet in order to 
provide access to information and knowledge resources to the state's residents. 
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KEY TO ABBREVIATIONS AND NOTES 

 

Commonly Used Acronyms 

¶ CESA ģ cooperative educational services agency 

¶ DIN  ģ decision item narrative 

¶ FTE ģ full time equivalent  

¶ FY ģ fiscal year 

¶ FED ģ federal revenue 

¶ JCF ģ Joint Committee on Finance 

¶ LEA ģ local educational agency 

 

Fund Sources 

¶ GPR ģ general purpose revenue 

¶ PR ģ program revenue 

¶ PR-S ģ program revenue-service 

¶ SEG ģ segregated revenue 

FY23 Base - The total FY23 authorized funding level for an agency or program. The base equals 
FY23 appropriations, pay plan modifications and any other supplements. It is this base that 
serves as the beginning point for calculating budget changes for the 2023-25 biennium. 

 

References to Members, Pupils, and Students 

Throughout this document there are references to Ĩstudent(s)ĩ, Ĩpupil(s)ĩ, Ĩmember(s)ĩ, and 
Ĩmembershipĩ. These are all references to K-12 students, but the terms Ĩmember(s)ĩ and 

Ĩmembershipĩ reflect how students are counted under state law for purposes of state general 
equalization aid, certain categorical aids, and revenue limits. 

Simply put, a districtĦs Ĩmembershipĩ is the total full time equivalent (FTE) of students who are 
residents of the school district and for whom the district pays the cost of educating. As an 
example: a districtĦs Ĩmembershipĩ includes residents who attend a public school in a different 
school district from where they reside, under the open enrollment program (and conversely, 
excludes non-resident students who attend a public school in the district under open 
enrollment). This is because each school district incurs a cost, via a reduction in its state general 
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aid, for each resident student who enrolls into a public school in a different school district under 

the open enrollment program. State law provides for similar adjustments to a districtĦs 
membership for other circumstance as well. 

The singular term Ĩmemberĩ generally means 1.0 FTE pupil, unless otherwise stated (e.g., with 
respect to four-year-old kindergarten, which may reference 0.5 FTE or 0.6 FTE pupil). 

Membership for general equalization aid purpose s uses prior year data. A districtĦs total 
membership includes the average of the September and January pupil counts (converted to FTE), 
and adds in the districtĦs FTE pupils for summer school and interim session, as applicable. General 
aid membership now also includes resident students of the district who enroll in the Racine and 
the Wisconsin private school parental choice programs (if the student first enrolled in those 
programs in the 2015-16 school year or after), and for a subset of independent charter schools. 

Finally, adjustments are made to reflect students enrolled part-time in the school district, in the 
Youth Challenge Academy program, and for some students in foster care placements. 

Membership for revenue limit purposes  uses current and prior year data. It is comprised of the 
three-year rolling average of FTE of the third Friday in September student count, plus 40 percent 
of summer school FTE (if applicable). 

While general equalization aid membership is calculated differently than membership for 
revenue limit purposes, the concept of a member (a resident for whom the district pays the cost 
of educating) is the same for both purposes. 

In this paper, references to Ĩpupilĩ (e.g., Ĩper pupil adjustmentĩ), in the context of state aids and 
revenue limits, has the same meaning as Ĩmemberĩ, as described above. 
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2023-25 BIENNIAL BUDGET ģ DPI REQUEST FOR K-12 SCHOOL AIDS 
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EDUCATOR PIPELINE 

 
DECISION ITEM 4000 ģ SUPPORTING FUTURE EDUCATORS 

 

302ģ Wisconsin internship program payments  

s. 20.255 (3)(ci) (New) 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $0 $1,750,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $0 $1,750,000 

 

Request 

The department requests $1,750,000 GPR in FY25 for a new program to provide state-funded 
stipend payments to future educators participating in the existing teacher internship program 
under Wis. Stat. sec. 115.41 (Teacher improvement programs, also referred to as the ĨWisconsin 
Improvement Program, or WIP), to individuals completing an internship as part of their student 
teaching requirement in a DPI-approved educator preparation program.  

 

303ģ Student teacher stipend payments  

s. 20.255 (3)(cs) (New) 

 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $0 $7,000,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $0 $7,000,000 

 

Request 

The department requests $7,000,000 GPR in FY25 for a new program to provide state-funded 
stipend payments to future educators completing their student teaching as a requirement of a 
DPI-approved educator preparation program.  
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[DECISION ITEM 4000 ģ SUPPORTING FUTURE EDUCATORS ģ continued]  

 

 

304ģ Cooperating teacher stipend payments  

s. 20.255 (3)(ct) (New) 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $0 $2,033,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $0 $2,033,00 

 

Request 

The department requests $2,033,000 in FY25 for a new program to provide state-funded 
stipend payments to licensed teachers serving as cooperating teachers for WIP interns and/or 
student teachers.  

 

 

307ģ Library intern stipend payments  

s. 20.255 (3)(cL) (New) 

 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $0 $50,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $0 $50,000 

 

Request 

The department requests $50,000 in FY25 to provide a stipend payment program to support 
individuals pursuing a career as a public library professional and placed as an intern in a public 
library  setting. 
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Background 

School districts are facing challenges in recruiting and retaining teachers and other school staff, 
making it difficult for many districts to fill positions. Recruiting and retaining teachers and school 
staff has presented challenges for many years. According to a 2018 Education Commission of the 
States-Policy Snapshot paper: Targeted Teacher Recruitment, several states have enacted targeted 
teacher recruitment legislation in one or more of the following areas to attract teachers to high-
need schools and subjects:  

¶ Convening work groups and collecting teacher supply and demand data  

¶ Providing flexibility to design targeted teacher recruitment strategies  

¶ Creating career pathways and grow-your-own programs for high school students 

¶ Altering teacher preparation and licensure requirements 

¶ Providing financial incentives (scholarships/grants, loan forgiveness, hiring 
bonuses/salary increases) 

¶ Providing incentives for retired teachers to return to the profession 

In August 2022, the department surveyed school districts regarding staffing shortages for the 
upcoming 2022-23 school year. The survey generated responses from 11 independent charter 
schools (ICS) and 322 school districts (333 local education agencies [LEAs] in total), as of August 
23, 2022. The LEA responses provided valuable feedback on the challenges they face filling 
positions and suggestions on what DPI can do to assist schools. Though the survey was limited in 

scope, it does present a current snapshot of the situation in Wisconsin schools (response 
patterns differ between ICS and school districts, as demonstrated in the tables that follow):  

¶ 91 percent of responding school districts and 100 percent of responding ICS indicated 
that they are having trouble finding staff to operate their district for the upcoming 2022 -
23 school year.  

¶ While 70 percent of responding LEAs indicated that current vacancy rates were at five 
percent or lower, nearly one-fifth reported vacancy rates at up to 10 percent. As one 
district noted, even the lowest category (Ĩ5% or lessĩ) may represent a significant number 
of positions (i.e., 30 positions in the Kimberly Area School District).  

¶ Shortages by position type appear to be most acute for classroom teachers and classroom 

support staff, followed by the building operations category (food service, custodian, bus 
drivers, etc.) ģ the survey did not ask for the specific type of building operations positions.  

¶ The subject area reported most frequently as having staffing shortages was special 
education (over 50 percent), followed by math, English language arts (ELA), and career 
and technical education (CTE); English Learner/Language Acquisition staff shortages were 
reported by 17 percent of responding LEAs. 

https://www.ecs.org/targeted-teacher-recruitment/
https://www.ecs.org/targeted-teacher-recruitment/
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Tables 1 through 3 below summarize findings from the August 2022 DPI Survey. 

Table 1. Degree of Need (Vacancy Rates) 

Reported Vacant Rate School 
Districts  

Independent 
Charter 
Schools 

   5% or less currently unfilled 71% 55% 

10% or less currently unfilled 19% 9% 

15% or less currently unfilled 4% 9% 

20% or less currently unfilled 2% 27% 

More than 20% currently unfilled*  0% 0% 

Blank (no response) 4% 0% 

*One LEA responded yes.  

 

Table 2. Shortages by Position Type 

Reported Shortages by Position Type* School 
Districts  

Independent 
Charter 
Schools 

Administrators/principals/building leaders  3% 91% 

Classroom teachers 70% 55% 

Classroom support staff 65% 45% 

Pupil services staff 39% 27% 

Building operations (including bus drivers) 53% 18% 

Blank (no response) 4% 0% 

*Each LEA could respond to more than one category of position type.  

 

Table 3. Shortages by Subject Area 

Reported Shortages by Subject Area* School 
Districts  

Independent 
Charter 
Schools 

Special Education 53% 36% 

Math  27% 27% 

ELA/literacy/reading  25% 27% 

CTE/technical fields 26% 9% 

Science 18% 9% 

English Learner/Language Acquisition 17% 0% 

Social Studies 6% 0% 

Other (Art, Music, Foreign Language, etc.)** 13% 18% 

Blank (no response) 19% 0% 

*Each LEA could respond to more than one category of position type.  

**Some LEAs also reported grade levels (i.e., elementary, middle, etc.) and/or pupil support position types (school 
psychologist, etc.) in the subject field.  
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The survey also asked LEAs to share ideas on how DPI could assist with staffing shortages. Of the 

total 333 LEAs responding, 208 entered comments (55 percent of ICS and 63 percent of school 
districts). Common themes appearing in the comments are listed below in Table 4 (following 
page). Many LEAs acknowledged that DPI is not able to directly execute the suggested changes 
but called for DPI to advocate for and support advancing changes that are outside DPIĦs direct 
control.  

Table 4. How Can DPI Help Schools Address Staffing Shortages? 

Theme Number 
of LEAs* 

Percent of 
LEAs* 

Alternative Pathways to Licensure / Licensing Flexibility 96 46% 

Compensation (revenue limit relief / state support for schools) 51 25% 

Promote Education Profession / Modifications to EPPs Requirements 40 19% 

Financial Support for Students in EPPs 24 12% 

Working Conditions (workload / lack of respect / political discourse) 18 9% 

Allow WRS Annuitants /  Retired Teachers to Teach (remove obstacles) 16 8% 

FORT (create alternatives or eliminate) 15 7% 

Support Grow Your Own Programs 5 2% 

Other  18 9% 

*A total of 208 LEAs submitted comments, some of which touched on multiple themes; the "Percent of LEAs" is 
calculated out of a total of208.   

 

Options for Student Teaching ģ Current Programs  

Wisconsin Internship Program (WIP) 

Founded in 1950, the Wisconsin Legislature formalized the WIP as part of WisconsinĦs education 
landscape in its 1987- 89 budget bill. Two components of WIP are the teacher internship 
program and the funding of professional development programs for interns and cooperating 
teachers throughout the state.  

The internship program offers students of education throughout Wisconsin a chance to enter the 
profession with specialized intern licenses, by pairing promising student interns with 
experienced cooperating teachers in a semester-long clinical experience.  

WIP interns are preservice teachers enrolled in one of WisconsinĦs approved EPPS who complete 
an internship in lieu of student teaching. Internships are full-time, one-semester positions in 
Wisconsin public and private schools. Although interns are placed in their schools for full days, 
they may teach no more than 50 percent of the time over the course of the semester. WIP 
interns do not require the presence of a licensed teacher in the classroom when they are 
teaching (which is a requirement for  student teachers). 

https://dpi.wi.gov/licensing/programs/wip
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WIP interns must hold intern licenses issued by the DPI. They apply for these licenses after they 

have received an offer for an internship from a school or district. Interns may not serve as 
substitute teachers. WIP interns are paid at least $4,500 per semester by the employing school 
or district.  

Participating schools or districts contribute $500 per intern toward the costs of WIP 
professional development. They are billed by the DPI each semester in any school year that they 
have had at least one intern. This fee is used to offset the costs of professional development, as 
follows:  

¶ $225 is returned to the intern, cooperating teacher, school, or district when 
reimbursement of the cost of the internĦs professional development is requested. 

¶  $225 is returned to the internĦs EPP when reimbursement for the cost of the internĦs 

professional development is requested.  

¶  $50 is retained by the DPI to pay for statewide professional development of WIP 
coordinators at educator preparation programs. 

Each EPP also contributes towards the WIP, paying $200 directly to DPI per filled intern (billed 
by DPI at end of each semester). If an EPP does not place any interns, they are billed by DPI for 
the cost of one annual membership fee ($200).  

Data from the stateĦs accounting system indicates that WIP revenues are generally increasing, 
from $92,400 collected in FY17 to $128,100 collected in FY22. Though WIP revenue dipped in 
FY20, it did partially recover in FY21 and increased again in FY22, along with the number of filled 

intern requests  (placements), as shown in the table below. 

Table 5. WIP Revenue and Intern Requests 

 

Only a limited number of Wisconsin school districts take advantage of the WIP program. It is 
possible that districts and schools are not fully aware of the program benefits, though the 
Licensing, Educator Advancement, and Development (LEAD) team in DPI conducts outreach and 
informational sessions to make school districts aware of the WIP and its benefits to future 
educators and school districts. However, the $4,500 minimum intern stipend, along with the 
$500 program fee ($5,000 total), may present a barrier to some LEAS and be a factor in the 

WIP Program 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

WIP Revenue $109,400 $85,600 $106,900 $128,100 

Filled Intern Requests (placements) 152 118 149 182 

Unfilled Intern Requests 91 74 40 66 

Total Schools/Districts Placing Interns 42 31 42 53 

Total Schools/Districts Requesting Interns  62 56 61 92 



DPI 2023-25 BIENNIAL BUDGET REQUEST 

15 

current level of participation in the program. The department believes providing a state funded 

stipend will encourage more districts to utilize the WIP program and in turn attract and  help 
train more future educators.  

Student teachers 

A legally required part of the Wisconsin preparation process is the student teaching 
experience. It is during the candidates' full semester of student teaching, which occurs at the end 
of education preparation programs, that candidates experience the authentic, rigorous, 
sustained day-to-day reality of what a teacher must be able to do every single day. Candidates 
are guided by a master teacher during this clinical experience, and they hone their skills to 
demonstrate that they are "ready to teach" independently. Student teachers must have a 
licensed teacher in the classroom when they are teaching. 

Student teachers are not required to be paid and in some cases are attending class and student 
teaching, as well as working an outside job to cover living expenses. By providing stipends for 
student teaching, the candidate can lessen their overall student debt and potentially remove the 
need to work a second job while student teaching. This in turn would allow the student to 
concentrate more of their time and energy on completing their studies and teacher preparation.  

Cooperating teachers 

The law requires the use of cooperating teachers as part of the teacher preparation process. This 
requires additional work and time from licensed teachers who take on these added work 
responsibilities. Anecdotally, the department has heard from school administrators that they are 
having difficult y recruiting teachers to take on this added role. There is no required minimum 

amount that cooperating teachers are compensated for this additional  work  and the amount may 
vary depending on the schools in which they teach. Providing a state funded minimum stipend to 
districts would support the recruit ment of qualified licensed teachers to serve as cooperating 
teachers in the educational preparation of aspiring teachers, as required under state law. 

Library Interns  

According to staff on the departmentĦs Library Services Team, workforce shortages are also an 
issue for public libraries in the state. With this in mind, the department proposes that state 
funding be established to support expanding the library worker pipeline. The program would be 
similar in concept to the proposal for stipend payments for student teachers and WIP interns but  
be applied to individuals pursuing a career as a public library professional and who are working in 

a public library internship setting. The department proposes beginning with a smaller amount of 
funding ($50,000 GPR beginning in FY25) to establish a program of modest scope initially. Then 
the department will assess the need for additional demand (and thus funding) for public library 
internship opportunities in the state for consideration as a budget request in future biennia.  

Educator Preparation Program (EPP) Completers 

The number of individuals who complete EPPs can be found in the table below. The data, which is 
reported to the federal government annually, includes both traditional and alternative pathways 
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within EPPs. The department assumes modest growth in the number of completers for both 

traditional and alternative EPPs due to the availability of stipends to future educators and 
cooperating teachers under the departmentĦs proposal. 

Table 6. Educator Preparation Program Completers* 

School Year Total  Traditional  Alternative  

2015-16 3,031 2,888 143 

2016-17 2,775 2,619 156 

2017-18 2,823 2,664 159 

2018-19 2,840 2,625 215 

2019-20 3,079 2,808 271 

2020-21 (est.) 3,100 2,800 300 

2021-22 (est.) 3,225 2,900 325 

2022-23 (est.) 3,300 2,950 350 

2023-24 (est.) 3,375 3,000 375 

2024-25 (est.) 3,450 3,050 400 

*The 2019-20 school year is the most recent year for which the data has been reported to the federal government 
(lag in reporting due to auditing). 

 

Proposal 

As noted previously, students in a traditional pathway must complete the student teaching 
component of their EPP. Students in an alternative pathway are not subject to this requirement. 
Therefore, in projecting the costs of this proposal, the total estimated number of traditional 

pathway EPP completers is used to project the number of WIP interns, student teachers, and 
cooperating teachers who would qualify for a stipend. The department assumed modest growth 
in both the total number of teacher candidates and in those participating in the WIP specifically, 
as indicated in the table below.  

Under the departmentĦs proposal, WIP interns would receive a $7,000 stipend/semester, and 

teacher candidates in a student teaching placement would receive a $2,500 stipend/semester. 
The differential payment for WIP interns is proposed in recognition of the additional 
responsibilities required of the WIP interns: interns are placed in their schools for full days, they 
must hold an intern license issued by DPI, and they are not required to have a licensed teacher 
present in the classroom when they are teaching. In contrast, student teachers spend less time in 
the school than WIP interns; they are not required to obtain the DPI-issued intern license, and a 

DPI-licensed teacher must be present in the classroom with a student teacher.  

In recognition of the additional workload and responsibility required of a cooperating teacher, 
the department also proposes a state-funded stipend of $1,000/semester, to ensure that all 
cooperating teachers throughout t he state receive remuneration for the valuable service they 
provide to future educators.  

The total projected cost of providing state-funded stipend payments to WIP interns, student 
teachers, and cooperating teachers is shown in Table 7.  
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Table 7. Projected Cost of Future Educator and Cooperating Teacher Stipend Program (FY25) 
 

FY25 

Total estimated EPP completers                   3,450  
Total Traditional EPP completers*                   3,050  

Wisconsin Internship Program   
Number                       250  
Payment per Intern $7,000 
Intern Payment Costs $1,750,000 

Student Teachers  
Number                   2,800  
Payment per Student Teacher $2,500 
Student Teacher Stipend Cost $7,000,000 

Cooperating Teachers*  
Number                   2,033  
Payment per Cooperating Teacher $1,000 
Cooperating Teachers Cost $2,033,000 

  
TOTAL COSTS $10,783,000 

*Students in traditional EPP must complete student teaching component to successfully complete the program. 

**A cooperating teacher may take on more than one student; this projection assumes one Cooperating Teacher for 
every 1.5 EPP student teacher/inter.  

 

The department requests a total of $10,833,000 GPR beginning in FY25, in a new sum-sufficient 
appropriation, to  support the departmentĦs future educator stipend proposal. Of the total, 
$10,783,000 is requested for  a program to provide state-funded stipend payments to future 
educators completing the student teaching or WIP internship as part of their EPP, and for 
stipend payments to cooperating teachers. Additionally, the departmentĦs request includes 

$50,000 GPR in FY25 to support a new program for  public library internship s. The department 
proposes distributing the stipend payments beginning with the 2024-25 school year, so as to 
have sufficient time to implement the program.  

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request.  
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DECISION ITEM 4001 ģ GROW YOUR OWN EDUCATOR PROGRAMS 

 

251 ģCapacity building grants 

s. 20.255 (2)(ch)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $0 $10,000,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $0 $10,000,000 

 

Request 

The department requests $10,000,000 GPR in FY25 for a new categorical aid program to 
reimburse local educational agencies (LEASs) for the cost related to ĨGrow Your Ownĩ initiatives 
and programs, as a means to build the educator workforce in Wisconsin schools.  

Background 

As described in the departmentĦs proposal under DIN 4000 (Supporting Future Educators), data 
at both the national and state level indicate that school districts are facing challenges in 
recruiting and retaining teachers and other school staff, making it difficult for many districts and 

schools to fill positions. For example, according to a 2018 Education Commission of the States-
Policy Snapshot paper: Targeted Teacher Recruitment, several states have enacted targeted teacher 
recruitment legislation in one or more of the following areas to attract teachers to high-need 
schools and subjects:  

¶ Convening work groups and collecting teacher supply and demand data  

¶ Providing flexibility to design targeted teacher recruitment strategies  

¶ Creating career pathways and grow-your-own programs for high school students 

¶ Altering teacher preparation and licensure requirements 

¶ Providing financial incentives (scholarships/grants, loan forgiveness, hiring 
bonuses/salary increases) 

¶ Providing incentives for retired teachers to return to the profession 

In August 2022, the department surveyed school districts regarding staffing shortages for the 
upcoming 2022-23 school year. The survey generated responses from 11 independent charter 
schools (ICS) and 322 school districts (333 local educational agencies [LEAs] in total), as of 
August 23, 2022. The LEA responses provided valuable feedback on the challenges they face 

https://www.ecs.org/targeted-teacher-recruitment/
https://www.ecs.org/targeted-teacher-recruitment/
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filling positions and suggestions on what DPI can do to assist schools. See the departmentĦs DIN 

4000 for more information on LEA responses to the DPI survey.  

Proposal 

This proposal would create a new grant program that would reimburse LEAs for building 
teaching capacity in WisconsinĦs schools via Ĩgrow-your-ownĩ (GYO) initiatives and programs ģ 
including pathways for staff to complete a program leading to an education degree and/or 
licensure, as well as support for student organizations that encourage high school students to 
pursue careers in education. GYO initiatives could include the following approaches and 
strategies: 

¶ Sponsorship of high school clubs  

¶ Payment for costs associated with acquiring education necessary for licensure 

¶ Support for a career pathway using dual enrollment for high school students 

¶ Support for partnerships or collaborations with community organizations, educator 
preparation programs, or businesses focused on attracting or developing new teachers 

¶ Incentives to support paraprofessionals leading to licensure 

Grow Your Own Programs 

The goal of GYO programs is to encourage school districts to build capacity within the school 
district by providing districts with the resources to grow their own qualified education staff. It 

would provide schools with a tool to address teacher and staff shortages in a way that avoids 
poaching of licensed staff from other school districts. It would particularly benefit smaller and 
more rural districts who may lack the resources to compete with larger districts recruiting new 
teachers. 

One specific aim of creating a state-supported grant program for GYO initiatives is to encourage 
school districts that are experiencing staff shortages to support their existing teaching and 
paraprofessional staff  in efforts to acquire appropriate credentials, benefit ing both the school 
staff and their students.  

Additionally,  LEAs could use the grant award to pay the costs for existing staff to pursue 
additional educator credentials (e.g., degree in education, add-on licensure/certification in high 
need areas). A benefit of supporting further career development for existing staff while they are 

still employed with in the LEA is that it allows those teaching and paraprofessional staff to avoid a 
disruption in their employment (i.e., they would not have to leave employment to pursue 
continued education and training). This would be beneficial to students as well because their 
education experience would be less likely to be disrupted due to staff leaving, resulting in more 
continuity of instruction and an environment more conducive to building and maintaining strong 
relationships between students and educators. 
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Expand Participation in Student Organizations 

Student organizations that center on the teaching profession provide an opportunity for 
students to explore careers in education. Expanding student participation in student 
organizations presents challenges, including getting students interested in joining and finding 
teachers who have the time and capacity to serve as advisors, as well as paying for the costs 
associated with establishing chapters and attendance at state, regional, and national conferences 
and events.  

The GYO grant could be used by LEAs to expand studentsĦ access to and participation in this type 
of organization, using grant funds to cover the cost of starting up the local chapter or for student 
membership fees and advisor stipends. While local and national chapter or affiliation fees are 
generally modest, the cost may present a barrier to some studentsĦ participation.  

The departmentĦs proposal would allow LEA to use GYO grant funds to start new chapters and to 
maintain and expand current chapters, with the general goal of providing support to grow the 
number of education profession related student groups, and ultimately, to encourage more high 
school students to explore careers in education. Examples of two existing student organizations 
in Wisconsin that provide opportunities for students to explore careers in education include the 
FCCLA and Educators Rising.  

WI Family, Career and Community Leaders of America (FCCLA) 

FCCLA is a national student organization with more than 220,000 members and nearly 7,000 
chapters from 50 state associations and the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin 
Islands. The organization has involved more than ten million youth since its founding in 1945. 

There are approximately 200 FCCLA chapters in Wisconsin.  

FCCLA supports Career Pathways in Human Services, Hospitality and Tourism, Education and 
Training, and Visual Arts and Design. FCCLA National Programs and Competitive Events support 
CTE studentsĦ development of knowledge and skills, enhancing the classroom experience and 
career pathway initiatives. FCCLA is integrated into FCS and is intra-curricular, exposing 
students to work-based learning, business and industry networks, and industry-recognized 
certifications.  

WI Educators Rising  

WI Educators Rising is WisconsinĦs state affiliate with the national Educators Rising (ER) 
organization. Membership in this professional organization provides resources, a sense of 

community and belonging, and the opportunity for reciprocal learning. The experience can be 
brought to students in a curricular, extra-curricular or co-curricular pathway with flexible 
scheduling to meet the needs of teacher leaders and students. 

There are currently 14 WI ER chapters statewide. In 2020, a committee to develop curriculum 
for WI Educator Rising chapters was created, and included K-12 educators, representatives from 
two - and four-year IHEs, one tribal school (Menomonee College), and DPI representation. The 



DPI 2023-25 BIENNIAL BUDGET REQUEST 

21 

curriculum that was ultimately developed reflects both (national) ER standards and Wisconsin 

Teacher Standards. 

Grant Program Structure 

The department will develop a framework for this grant program that will consider various 
factors in awarding grants to LEAs; factors could include the following (but not  be limited to):  

¶ School size (enrollments generally and/or the level of concentration of specific 
populations, such as students with disabilities or English learners) 

¶ Existing school/district resources 

¶ Specific teacher recruitment challenges 

¶ Shortage areas (e.g., Special ed, Bilingual/ESL) 

¶ Current staffing level and types (e.g., paraprofessionals, licensed educators) 

¶ Existing student organizations that center on the teaching profession 

To accomplish the goal of building WisconsinĦs educator pipeline, the department requests 
$10,000,000 GPR beginning in FY25 for a new grant program that will  reimburse LEAs for the 
costs of GYO educator initiatives and programs.   

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request.  
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PREDICTABLE AND SUSTAINABLE FUNDING FOR SCHOOLS 

 

DECISION ITEM 6000 ģ GENERAL SCHOOL AID AND REVENUE LIMITS 

 

201 ģ General equalization aids 

s. 20.255 (2) (ac) 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 
2023-24 

Request 

2024-25 

Request 

Requested Aid $5,485,965,000 $5,813,037,400 

Less Base $5,201,590,000 $5,201,590,000 

Requested Change $284,375,000  $611,447,400  

 

225 ģ Aid for high-poverty school districts 

s. 20.255 (2) (ac) 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 
2023-24 

Request 

2024-25 

Request 

Requested Aid $0 $0 

Less Base $16,830,000 $16,830,000 

Requested Change ($16,830,000) ($16,830,000) 

 

Request  

The department also requests the following changes for state general aids and revenue limits for:   

1. Increase funding for the general equalization aid appropriation, by $284,375,000  GPR in 
FY24 and $611,447,400 GPR in FY25. These figures reflect general school aid increases 
of 5.5 percent in FY24, and 6.0 percent in FY25, over the prior year. The total requested 

increase for FY24 and FY25 represents an 8.6 percent increase above the base year 
(FY23) doubled.  

2. Change the revenue limit per pupil adjustment amount to $350 per member in FY24 and 
to $650 in FY25, and increase it by the Consumer Price Index (CPI) annually, starting in 
FY26.  
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3. Increase the low revenue ceiling from $10,000 per revenue limit member, to $10,350 in 

FY24 and to $11,000 in FY25, and index the low revenue ceiling amount to the dollar 
change in the revenue limit per pupil adjustment, beginning in FY26 (see #2, above). 

4. Propose statutory language to remove the current law penalty denying the low revenue 
ceiling based on the results of a school referendum. 

5. Increase the four-year-old (4K) membership calculations for school district general 
equalization aid and revenue limits, independent charter schools (ICS), and private 
schools in the stateĦs parental choice programs that provide a full -day 4K program, from 
either 0.5 or 0.6 full time equivalent  (FTE) member under current law, to 1.0 FTE member, 
beginning in FY25.   

6. Incorporate technical changes to ensure that calculation of certain aid programs are 

consistent with legislative intent.   

7. Repurpose base funding from the appropriation for Aid for high-poverty school districts 
[Wis. Stat. sec. 20.255 (2)(bb)] into the appropriation for state general / equalization aid 
[Wis. Stat. sec. 20.255 (2)(ac)].  

State General Equalization Aid 

The department requests increases in funding for the general equalization aid appropriation, by 
$284,375,000 GPR in FY24 and $611,447,400  GPR in FY25. This amount is intended to mitigate 
the impact on local school district tax levies resulting from the proposed increases in school 
district revenue limits.   

The department also requests that for purposes of calculating general aid membership, students 
who attend a full day 4K program be counted as 1.0 FTE member, beginning in FY25. Under 
current law, 4K students are counted as 0.5 FTE or 0.6 FTE (depending on sufficient hours of 
outreach to families), regardless of the length of the 4k program in the school district. This 
change, meant to bring more equity to districts in their pupil counts, is also proposed for 
calculating revenue limit membership (see below).  

Aid for High -Poverty School Districts  

The department requests eliminating the funding under the appropriation for aid to high-poverty 
school districts and folding the funding directly into the appropriation for state general / 
equalization aid. Since the 2007-09 biennium, the high-poverty aid program has provided aid to 

school districts with a population of economically disadvantaged students that exceeds 50 
percent. The aid formula distributes funding based on the appropriated amount divided by the 
total membership in eligible school districts. High-poverty aid is calculated every two years; 
eligible school districts receive the same aid payment amount in both years of a fiscal biennium. 

For the 2021-23 biennium, a total of 130 school districts are eligible for high-poverty aid. The 
Milwaukee Public Schools district (MPS) has always met the eligibility criteria for the percent of 
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students in poverty. Because MPS is the largest school district in the state1, it is not a surprise 

that they receive the largest share of high-poverty aid: MPS currently receives $3.9 million in 
high poverty aid annually (23 percent of the $16.8 million annual appropriation). Most of the 130 
school districts that are eligible for high-poverty aid receive an allocation that is 1.0 percent or 
less of the appropriation (116, or 89 percent); the remaining 13 school districts receive amounts 
ranging from just over one percent to 8.6 percent of the high-poverty aid appropriation. The 
high-poverty aid amounts for eligible districts in the 2021 23 and previous biennia are available 
on the departmentĦs Aid to High Poverty Districts web page. 

It is important to understand that high-poverty aid is received under school district revenue 
limits , meaning that receipt of high poverty aid does not provide a school district with additional 
revenue/spending capacity. It simply reduces the mix of state general aid and school property 
taxes under school district revenue limits.  

Under current law, school districts are permitted to levy property taxes for an amount equal to 
the difference between their allowable revenue limit (for general school operations) and their 
certified state general aid amount. Because the MPCP-related reduction is applied to MPSĦ 
certified general aid amount, MPS is effectively permitted to offset that MPCP-related aid 
reduction  with tax levy. While the high-poverty aid program has the largest dollar impact on the 
MPS school levy, it does also have a property tax mitigating impact on all the districts that 
receive high poverty aid, albeit to a lesser degree than for MPS.   

High poverty aid was authorized under 2007 Act 20; the first aid payments were distributed to 
school districts in FY08. One of the primary goals of the program was to mitigate the impact of 
the MPCP-related aid reduction on the MPS property tax levy. Prior to the creation of the high-

poverty aid program, state law provided that the state effectively paid for 55 percent of the 
MPCP, while the remaining 45 percent was effectively picked up by the MPS tax levy (via the 
general aid reduction and levy backfill). The addition of high-poverty aid ģ received under the 
revenue limit ģ meant that MPS resident taxpayers received additional property tax relief, 
beginning in FY08 ($7.4 million). 

The MPCP cost sharing between the state and MPS was modified under 2009 Act 28, so that the 
state picked up a greater proportion of the MPCP costs: the MPS share was reduced to 41.6 
percent in FY10 and to 38.4 percent in FY11. Then, under 2013 Act 20, the law was changed so 
that the stateĦs share for the MPCP increased (and MPSĦ share decreased), by 3.2 percent points 
each year until the state pays 100 percent of the cost of the MPCP as of the 2024-25 school year 
(FY25). In other words, there will be no reduction applied to the MPS general aid payment for the 

MPCP beginning in FY252. Thus, the impetus for the creation of the high-poverty aid program 
will not exist as of 2024-25.  

 

1 The high-poverty aid formula is based on general aid membership in the school year prior to the biennium for which 
aid is calculated. For purposes of high-poverty aid distributed in the 2021 -23 biennium, the MPS general aid 
membership used in the formula was 73,389.  
2 The MPCP is not ending; rather, the state will begin paying 100% of the costs of the MPCP directly as of the 2024-
25 school year. 

https://dpi.wi.gov/sfs/aid/categorical/aid-high-poverty-districts
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Revenue Limits 

Pupil Adjustment 

During the first 18 years that revenue limits were in place, from FY94 through FY11, the state 
provided all school districts with the opportunity to increase their revenue limit authority per 
member by no less than $190 (the figure in FY94). Initially, the incremental change to school 
districtsĦ revenue limit (the Ĩper-pupil adjustmentĩ) was determined by multiplying the prior year 
adjustment amount by the Consumer Price Index for all urban consumers, as calculated by the 
U.S. Department of Labor (i.e., the March over March CPI-U). Beginning with FY10, the per-pupil 
adjustment was no longer indexed to the CPI-U; instead, the amount was set by the Legislature 
every two years as part of the biennial budget process. It was set at $200 in both FY10 and FY11. 

School district revenue limits were reduced under 2011 Wisconsin Act 32 (the 2011-13 biennial 

budget); for FY12, each districtĦs allowable revenue per member was reduced by 5.5 percent 
(roughly 5.28 percent, on average). Thereafter, the annual per-pupil adjustment amounts were 
small, relative to prior years, or not provided at all: $50 in FY13, $75 in both FY14 and FY15, and 
then $0 in FY16 through FY19. Under the biennial budget for the 2021-23 biennium, school 
districts were provided $0 in FY22 and in FY23. During these years of minimal or no per-pupil 
adjustment, the Legislature increased the amounts that school districts receive under the Per 
Pupil Aid program, providing a flat dollar amount per revenue limit member to all school districts.  

The Appendix for this DIN shows the per pupil adjustments under revenue limits provided in 
each year since their inception in the 1993-94 school year, the Per Pupil Aid amounts provided 
beginning in the 2011-12 school year, and the combined impact of both. The difference between 
the combined actual revenue limit per pupil adjustment and Per Pupil Aid payments received by 

school districts is compared to the CPI-U adjusted per pupil adjustment for the school years 
beginning with the 2009-10 school year, when the state ceased providing inflation-adjusted 
adjustments under revenue limits (i.e., the CPI-U linked per pupil adjustment).   

As noted in the table, the multiple years of minimal or no increase in the revenue limit per pupil 
adjustment, even when combined with the increases in Per Pupil Aid, have left school district s 
well below inflationary adjustments  (as measured by CPI-U):    

¶ For the five years between 2018-19 through 2022-23, districts are $1,055 per pupil 
below  where they would have been with CPI-U adjustments. 

¶ Since the 2012-13 school year (the year after a 5.5 percent reduction was applied to 

school district revenue limits), districts are $2,287 per pupil below  where they would 
have been with CPI-U adjustments. 

¶ Since the 2009-10 school year, when the per pupil adjustment were first decoupled from 
the CPI-U, districts are $3,210 per pupil below  where they would have been with CPI-U 
adjustments. 
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In order to provide additional necessary resources to school districts and reduce their need to 

go to referenda, the department requests  setting the per pupil revenue limit adjustment 
amount at $350 per member in FY24 and $650 per member in FY25.  

This will provide combined revenue raising authority of $1,000 per pupil over the two years of 
the 2023-25 biennium, in order to bring school district closer to an inflation adjusted revenue 
limit  after years of minimal or no adjustments to the revenue limit per pupil adjustment.  

Beginning in FY26, index the change in the per pupil revenue limit adjustment to the March 
over March CPI-U, as under prior law, but not less than zero (as under prior law).  

While the revenue limit adjustments proposed by the department for FY24 and FY25 will not 
raise school district revenue capacity to what it would have been if CPI-U adjustments had been 
in place all along, it would provide a much needed boost in resources for school districts, almost 

making up for the past five years of below-inflation  adjustments.  

The department recognizes that school boards have the ability to seek additional spending 
capacity for school district operations from their communities via referenda (albeit with less 
flexibility now than in prior years when they were not restricted  in frequency and timing of 
scheduling referenda). However, as a matter of policy, the department advocate s for regular, 
predictable increases in resources for school district s ģ at a minimum, inflationary adjustments 
ģ so that school districts do not have to take their chances getting approval from communities in 
a referenda vote just to maintain school operations. Predictability in revenue raising authority, 
via regular adjustments to the per pupil revenue limit, would put school districts in a much better 
position for long term financial planning.  

Low-Revenue Ceiling Adjustment to Revenue Limit  

Revenue limits were imposed in FY94 and have been in place for 26 years. One of the many 
concerns related to revenue limits has been that frugal, Ĩlow-spendingĩ districts in FY93 have 
been Ĩlocked inĩ to relatively low-revenue authority, as revenue limits have been calculated on 
the basis of FTE membership since their inception. While some districts have passed referenda to 
increase their revenue limit authority, many others have not been able to do so, resulting in an 
ever-growing gap in revenue limit authority among districts throughout the state.  

In FY96, the state established the low-revenue ceiling (LRC) adjustment, which allows districts to 
increase their revenues up to a state-determined figure per member without having to go to 
referenda. Use of the LRC adjustment is not required; rather, it is an option for school boards to 

increase their operating revenues if they so choose. Historically, the LRC adjustment was 
increased each year, as the revenue limit per pupil adjustment increased with the CPI; however, 
it was held constant at $9,000 per member from FY09 through FY13. After a $100 increase was 
provided in FY14, the low-revenue adjustment was again frozen, at $9,100 per member, from 
FY14 through FY18.  

In March 2018, the legislature enacted 2017 Wisconsin Act 141 (Act 141), which provided an 
increase to the low revenue ceiling for the first time in five years, allowing the low revenue 
ceiling threshold to increase by $100 (per member) annually, for FY19 and for the subsequent 
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four years (through FY25). However, Act 141 also created provisions that penalize districts by 

prohibiting them from utilizing it if they have a failed referendum in the three prior years (with 
some exceptions).     

Under 2019 Wisconsin Act 9 (the 2019-21 biennial budget), the LRC was again adjusted, set at 
$9,400 per member in FY19, $9,700 in FY20 and $10,000 in FY21; it has remained at this level 
with no change for the 2021-23 biennium.  

The department requests that the LRC threshold be raised from $10,000 in FY23 to $10,350 
for FY24 and to $11,000 for FY25, commensurate with the dollar increase proposed for the 
revenue limit per pupil adjustment.  

The department also requests that t hereafter, the state increase the LRC threshold by the 
same dollar amount (rounded) as the CPI-U indexed per pupil adjustment.  This change, along 

with the proposed counting of full day 4K students, will advance revenue limit equity among 
school districts in the state.   

The department also requests repeal of the statutory limitation currently in effect, under Wis. 
Stat. sec. 121.905 (1)(b), for districts that have a failed referenda, so that any district whose per 
member revenue limit authority falls below the low revenue ceiling threshold can make use of 
the low revenue adjustment as intended.   

Four-Year-Old Kindergarten (4K) Membership Change 

While not statutorily required to do so, nearly all of the stateĦs 410 districts that serve 
elementary grades also offer programming for 4K students in FY23. Under current law, a 4K 

student is counted as 0.5 FTE if the student attends a program providing at least 437 hours 
annually, and may be counted as 0.6 FTE if the program provides at least 87.5 additional hours of 
outreach activities.  

There are some school districts, independent charter schools, and private schools in the stateĦs 
various choice programs that have long provided full-day programming for 4K students; 
however, they are only able to count them as 0.5 or 0.6 FTE for state general aid and revenue 
limit membership purposes under current law.  

The department requests to allow th ose school districts, independent charter schools, and 
private schools in the stateĦs parental choice programs choosing to provide full-day 
programming for 4K students, to count those students as 1.0 FTE in their membership for 
general aid and revenue limit purposes, beginning in FY25. 

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request. 
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Appendix ģ Cumulative Impact of Revenue Limit Adjustments and Per Pupil Aid Changes Compared to Inflation (as measure by CPI-U) 

 

^For 1993 -94 and 1994-95, the allowable per pupil adjustment was the greater of the CPI-U or the amount shown. 

*For the 2011-12 year, all districts had their base revenue limit per member reduced by 5.5%; the per pupil change shown here is the statewide average for 2011-12. 

**Per pupil aid began in FY13 at $50/pupil, but was prorated for districts that levies less than their maximum allowable revenue that year, The per pupil aid eligibility amount was 
decoupled from district under levies beginning in FY14. For FY20 and FY21, supplemental per pupil aid provided an additional $3/pupil, raising total per pupil aid to $745/pupil. 

  

School Year  Per Pupil 

Aid 

($/pupil)** 

 Increase to Prior 

Year Per Pupil Aid 

(the incremental 

increase) 

 Actual Per Pupil 

Adjustment to 

Revenue Limit 

(base-building) 

 COMBINED 

IMPACT of RL 

Adj/Pupil and Per 

Pupil Aid Increase 

Per Pupil 

Adjustment 

Using CPI

Difference between 

Combined Impact of 

Actual RL PPA & PP 

Aid and CPI 

 Cumulative 

Difference 

Since 2009-10 

 Cumulative 

Difference 

Since 2012-13 

 Cumulative 

Difference 

Since 2018-19 

1993-94^ 190.00$                 190.00$                 190.00$         -$                            

1994-95^ 194.37$                 194.37$                 194.37$         -$                            

1995-96 200.00$                 200.00$                 200.00$         -$                            

1996-97 206.00$                 206.00$                 206.00$         -$                            

1997-98 206.00$                 206.00$                 206.00$         -$                            

1998-99 208.88$                 208.88$                 208.88$         -$                            

1999-00 212.43$                 212.43$                 212.43$         -$                            

2000-01 220.29$                 220.29$                 220.29$         -$                            

2001-02 226.68$                 226.68$                 226.68$         -$                            

2002-03 230.08$                 230.08$                 230.08$         -$                            

2003-04 236.98$                 236.98$                 236.98$         -$                            

2004-05 241.01$                 241.01$                 241.01$         -$                            

2005-06 248.48$                 248.48$                 248.48$         -$                            

2006-07 256.93$                 256.93$                 256.93$         -$                            

2007-08 264.12$                 264.12$                 264.12$         -$                            

2008-09 274.68$                 274.68$                 274.68$         -$                            

2009-10 200.00$                 200.00$                 274.68$         (74.68)$                    

2010-11 200.00$                 200.00$                 281.00$         (81.00)$                    

2011-12* 50.00$             50.00$                     (528.81)$                (478.81)$                288.59$         (767.40)$                 

2012-13 75.00$             25.00$                     50.00$                     75.00$                     296.38$         (221.38)$                 

2013-14 75.00$             -$                           75.00$                     75.00$                     300.83$         (225.83)$                 

2014-15 150.00$         75.00$                     75.00$                     150.00$                 305.34$         (155.34)$                 

2015-16 150.00$         -$                           -$                           -$                           305.34$         (305.34)$                 

2016-17 250.00$         100.00$                 -$                           100.00$                 308.09$         (208.09)$                 

2017-18 450.00$         200.00$                 -$                           200.00$                 315.48$         (115.48)$                 

2018-19 654.00$         204.00$                 -$                           204.00$                 323.05$         (119.05)$                 

2019-20 745.00$         91.00$                     175.00$                 266.00$                 329.19$         (63.19)$                    

2020-21 745.00$         -$                           179.00$                 179.00$                 334.13$         (155.13)$                 

2021-22 742.00$         (3.00)$                      -$                           (3.00)$                      342.82$         (345.82)$                 

2022-23 742.00$         -$                           -$                           -$                           371.96$         (371.96)$                 (3,210)$           (2,287)$           (1,055)$           
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DECISION ITEM 6001 ģ PER PUPIL AID 

 

279 ģ Per pupil aid 

s. 20.255 (2) (aq)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2023-24 
Request 

Requested Funding $622,375,000  $658,937,500  
Less Base $607,527,300  $607,527,300  
Requested Change $14,847,700 $51,410,200 

 

Request 

The department requests increases of $14,847,700 GPR in FY24 and $51,410,200 GPR in FY25 
for Per Pupil Aid to school districts. The requested increases reflect proposed payments under 
the Per Pupil Aid payment of $766 per pupil in FY24 and to $811 per pupil in FY25 (compared to 
from $742 per pupil in FY23) and projected revenue limit membership of 812,500 in each year.  

Background 

Per Pupil Aid is provided to school districts as a statutorily defined amount per revenue limit 
member. It is received outside a districtĦs revenue limit, and is paid on the fourth Monday in 

March each year, based on the school districtĦs current year revenue limit membership. Districts 
use Per Pupil Aid for general district operations (i.e., it is not targeted for a specific purpose). 

Initially established as Per Pupil Adjustment Aid in 2011 Wisconsin Act 32 (the 2011-13 biennial 
budget), the aid amount to school districts was computed as $50 multiplied by the districtĦs 
current three -year average revenue limit membership. Aid was prorated for districts that chose 
to levy less than their maximum allowable revenue limit, in proportion to the specific under levy 
for the district.  

School districts automatically received this aid in FY13 with no other eligibility criteria. The 
appropriation in FY13 was $42,500,000 GPR (though actual payments totaled $39,883,800). The 
appropriation for Per Pupil Aid was modified in the 2013-15 biennial budget (2013 Wisconsin 

Act 20), such that a districtĦs eligibility for Per Pupil Aid was no longer dependent on whether or 
not the district levied to the full amount allowed under its revenue limit. Additionally, the 
appropriation for Per Pupil Aid was changed from an annual, sum-certain appropriation to a sum-
sufficient appropriation; thus, every district receives the full amount for which the district is 
eligible (aid payments are never prorated). Table 1 shows the per member payment amount, and 
the total Per Pupil Aid payments in each year, from FY13 through FY21. 
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Table 1. Per Pupil Aid History 

Year Per Pupil 
Payment 

Aid 
Membership  

Aid Payments 

FY13* $50 846,162 $39,883,800 

FY14 $75 846,162 $63,462,150 

FY15 $150 845,615 $126,842,250 

FY16 $150 843,945 $126,591,750 

FY17 $250 841,911 $210,477,750 

FY18 $450 839,835 $377,925,750 

FY19 $654 837,485 $547,715,190 

FY20** $745 834,105 $618,905,910 

FY21** $745 822,668 $612,919,656 

FY22 $742 811,717 $602,294,014 

FY23^  $742 812,500 $602,875,000 

*For FY13, aid was provided as ĨPer Pupil Adjustment Aidĩ, equal to $50 multiplied by the districtĦs revenue limit 
membership, but prorated for districts that chose to levy less than their maximum allowable revenue limit, in 
proportion to the districtĦs under levy.   

**For FY20 and FY21, the amount shown combines the payment per revenue limit member under the Per Pupil Aid 
program ($742) and the Supplemental Per Pupil Aid program (~$3), for a combined total of $745.   

^FY21 ģ preliminary data; aid payments will be made in March 2021.  

 

Proposal 

The per pupil payment under the Per Pupil Aid program is set every two years as part of the 

stateĦs biennial budget process (i.e., there is no indexing method to automatically adjust the per 
pupil payment amount). The department proposes to continue providing aid to all school districts 
in the state under the Per Pupil Aid program, in an amount equal to $766 per revenue limit 
member in FY24 and $811 per revenue limit member in FY23. The increases to the per pupil 
payment amount represent the estimated percent increase in the statewide average revenue 
limit per pupil, based on the departmentĦs proposal for the revenue limit per pupil adjustment 
(see DIN 6000).3  

Starting with a base revenue per member going into the 2022-23 school year at $10,787 (there is 
no per pupil adjustment provided for FY23), the addition of $350 per pupil in FY24, as proposed 
by the department, equals a 3.24 percent increase (from $10,787 to $11,137). Lifting the current 
Per Pupil Aid payment ($742) by that dollar amount yields $766 per pupil. The proposed revenue 

limit adjustment for FY25 is $650, which would raise the average revenue limit per member to 
$11,787, an increase of 5.84 percent. Applying that percent increase to the proposed FY24 Per 
Pupil Aid payment yields $811 per pupil for FY25. The projected costs of the departmentĦs 
proposal for Per Pupil Aid is shown in Table 2 below. 

 

3 The department is not  proposing to create an index method for the per pupil aid payment in statute. 
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Table 2. Per Pupil Aid Payments for FY24 and FY25 

 FY23 FY24 FY25 
Average Revenue per Member (FY23 Base)  $10,787   
Revenue Limit Per Pupil Adjustment (proposed)   $350 $650 
Average Revenue per Member (FY24/FY25 projections)   $11,137 $11,787 
Revenue Limit Per Pupil Adjustment ģ Percent Change  3.24% 5.84% 
Per Pupil Aid payment (FY23 Base) $742   
Dollar Increase to Per Pupil Aid for FY24 & FY25  $24 $45 
Per Pupil Aid FY24 & FY25 (department proposal)  $766 $811 

Estimated Revenue Limit Membership  812,500 812,500 
Projected Cost  $622,375,000  $658,937,500  
FY23 Base (chapter 20 appropriation)  $607,527,300 $607,527,300 
Increase to Base (request)  $14,847,700 $51,410,200 

 
The department requests increases of $14,847,700 GPR in FY24 and $51,410,200 GPR in FY25 
for Per Pupil Aid to school districts. 

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request. 

Technical Language Change:  

Amend 115.437(1) to read:   

(1) In this section, Ĩnumber of pupils enrolled" has the meaning given in s. 121.90 (1) (intro.) and 
includes 40 percent of the summer enrollment. ĨNumber of pupils enrolled" does not include 
pupils described in the exception under s. 121.90 (1) (f) (g). 

The department requests that the statutory citation on backing out independent charter 

students for Per Pupil Aid be corrected:  

¶ The 2015-2017 biennial budget (2015 Wisconsin Act 55) created the Special Needs 
Scholarship Program (SNSP) and expanded independent charter school authorizers, 
funded through the addition of those students to membership counts for general state 
aids and revenue limits.  

¶ A related provision directed the department to back those students out of the revenue 
limit membership used to determine Per Pupil Aid.  

¶ Subsequently, the 2017-2019 biennial budget (2017 Wisconsin Act 59) shifted the 
revenue limit consideration of SNSP students from membership to an exemption amount 
for districtsĦ aid withholdings, but the statutory reference for Per Pupil Aid was not 
updated accordingly.  
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DECISION ITEM 6005 ģ SPECIAL EDUCATION CATEGORICAL AID 

 

206 ģ Aid for special education and school age parents programs 

s. 20.255 (2) (b)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $754,103,600 $1,035,635,600 

Less Base $517,890,000 $517,890,000 

Requested Change $236,213,600 $517,745,600 

 

Request 

The department requests $236,213,600 GPR in FY24 and $517,745,600 GPR in FY25 to 
increase the reimbursement rate for special education expenditures to 45 percent in FY24 and 
60 percent in FY25. The department also requests that the targeted reimbursement rates be 
specified in statute and that the appropriation type be changed from sum certain to sum 
sufficient.   

Background 

Under Wis. Stat. sec. 20.255(2)(b), the department reimburses school districts, independent 

charter schools, Cooperative Educational Service Agencies (CESAs), and County Children with 
Disabilities Education Boards (CCDEBs) for costs of providing services to students with 
disabilities under Wis. Stat. secs.  115.88, 115.93, and 118.255. This is the primary state 
categorical aid program for special education, providing support for special education services 
delivered by school districts, CESAs, and CCDEBs (collectively, local educational agencies, LEAs). 
Approximately 14.5 percent4 of Wisconsin students receive supports through an Individualized 
Education Program (IEP).   

The appropriation now provides $517,890,000 GPR annually, but has not increased at the same 
rate as special education costs. For 11 years (from FY09 to FY19) the appropriation was held flat. 
Maintaining the same level of categorical aid while special education costs perpetually rise 
effectively shifts the funding source for special education programs to general aids and property 

taxes, and it raises the question of whether students with disabilities are receiving the services 
and support they need to be successful in school and beyond. 

Wisconsin, like much of the nation, has experienced an increase in identification of students with 
autism and disabilities categorized as Other Health Impairment. The continued increasing costs 

 

4 Source: Department of Public Insruction, WISEdash public portal, 2021-22 school year enrollments in public schoo 
districts and independent charter schools. 

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/115.88
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/115.93
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/118.255
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of special education can be attributed to the more complex needs of higher cost students with 

disabilities. Accordingly, special education costs are increasing annually.  

Special education expenditures that are not reimbursed by the state or federal special education 
categorical aid programs are eligible for reimbursement under state general equalization aids; 
however, revenue limits restrict the amount of state general equalization aids and property tax 
revenue a school district may receive. General equalization aids are received under a school 
districtĦs revenue limit; thus, additianal general aid does not provide additional spending capacity 
for school distrcts; instead, it impacts the mix of state general aid an property taxes. Regardless 
of increases general equalization aid provided by the state, rising special education costs, 
combined with revenue restrictions, has the effect of reducing a districtĦs resources for general, 
non-special education related instruction.   

In July 2000, the Wisconsin Supreme Court articulated a new standard for a basic education in 
Vincent vs. Voight that describes the Ĩcharacter of instructionĩ required to be made available 
through each public school. In the decision, the court found that an equal opportunity for a sound 
basic education acknowledges that students and districts are not fungible (interchangeable) and 
takes into account the needs of students with disabilities, along with economically disadvantaged 
students, and students with limited English language skills.5  

Decreasing Reimbursement Rates under State Aid 

The department proposes modifying this appropriation to be sum sufficient, and designating the 
target reimbursement rates in state statut e, to ensure that school districts are reimbursed for 
providing special education services at a sustainable rate.  

The reimbursement provided to LEAs under the special education categorical aid program are 
base on prior year allowable costs (PYAC). The reimbursement rate from the state appropriation 
fell below 30 percent of aidable costs starting in FY05 and then below 25 percent in FY19.  

For the 2019-21 biennial budget, the Legislature provided funds to increase the reimbursement 
rate to 26 percent in FY20 and 30 percent in FY21. However, due to unexpectedly high growth in 
PYAC, the reimbursement rate for FY20 was 25.1 percent, and the reimbursement rate for FY21 
was 28.2 percent.  

For the 2021-23 biennial budget, the Legislature again provided funding increases for this aid 
program, with the goal of reaching reimbursement rates of 28.2 percent in FY22 and 30 percent 
in FY23, based on cost projections at that time. The actual reimursement rate in FY22 was higher 

than the goal, at 29.6 percent, due to a decrease in PYAC (i.e., special education expenditures 
incurred in the 2020-21 school year). Based on the departmentĦs projections, the current law 
appropriaiton will reimburse LEAs for 31.7 percent of PYAC for aid distributed in FY23.  

 

5 ĨREVIEW of a decision of the Court of Appeals. Affirmed. Reported at: 223 Wis.2d 799, 589 N.W.2d 455 (Ct.App. 
1999 Unpublished)ĩ Vincent v. Voight, 236 Wis. 2d 588, 597 (Wis. 2000); https://casetext.com/case/vincent -v-voight  

https://casetext.com/case/vincent-v-voight
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The rate of growth in PYAC increased steadily from FY18 through FY21, and then decreased by 

one percent in FY22 for the first time since FY13 (see longer history of PYAC changes in the 
Appendix to this DIN). It is possible that the disruptiveness of the COVID-19 pandemic impacted 
expenditures/allowable costs in the 2020-21 school year, thus causing a decrease in PYAC for 
aid distributed in FY22. The department projects annual average change in PYAC of 3.39 
percent, based on the average rate of change in PYAC in the two years prior to the COVID-19 
pandemic (FY19 and FY20), for aid distributed in FY23 and onward.  

Based on the projected 3.39 percent annual growth in PYAC, if the state appropriation for 
special education categorical aid remains at its current level, the reimbursement rates will drop 
by approximately one percentage point each year for the next four years. The department 
estimates that increasing the appropriation by $236,213,600 GPR in FY24 and $517,745,600 
GPR in FY25 will increase the reimbursement rate to 45 percent in FY24 and 60 percent in FY25.  

These increases are the first steps toward achieving a 90 percent reimbursement for special 
education costs. In the subsequent biennium, the department aims to request funds to attain a 75 
percent reimbursement rate in FY26 followed by a 90 percent reimbursement rate in FY27 and 
thereafter.  

Table 1 below shows the history of PYAC, the state aid appropriation for special education 
categorical aid, and the resulting reimbursement rates to LEAs, for FY18 through FY22, as well as 
projections for FY23 through FY27. The estimated costs for reaching the targeted level of 
reimbursement under the departmentĦs proposal in FY24 and FY25 are shown in Table 2.  

Table 1. Reimbursements Rates: Current Law and Targeted Levels 

Aid 
Year* 

Prior Year 
Aidable Costs 

(PYAC) 

Percent 
Change in 

PYAC 

Chapter 20 
Appropriation  

ACTUAL 
State 

Reimburse-
ment Rate 

TARGET 
State 

Reimburse-
ment Rate 

Total 
Appropriation 

Required to 
Reach Target 

FY18 $1,435,356,008 2.21% $368,939,100 25.7%   

FY19 $1,482,145,947 3.26% $368,939,100 24.9%   

FY20 $1,534,311,880 3.52% $384,472,300 25.1%   

FY21 $1,596,091,436 4.01% $450,276,200 28.2%   

FY22 $1,579,588,774 -1.02% $580,978,000  29.6%   

FY23* $1,633,136,833 3.39% $517,890,000 31.7%   

 PROJECTIONS      

FY24* $1,688,500,172 3.39% $517,890,000 30.7% 45% $759,825,100  

FY25* $1,745,740,328 3.39% $517,890,000 29.7% 60% $1,047,444,200  

FY26* $1,804,920,925 3.39% $517,890,000 28.7% 75% $1,353,690,700  

FY27* $1,866,107,744 3.39% $517,890,000 27.8% 90% $1,679,497,000 

*FY22 is the most recent year for which actual PYAC data is available. The PYAC for FY23 through FY27 are 
projections, using 3.39 percent annual growth in PYAC, beginning with aid for FY23 (i.e., FY22 aidable costs). The 
Ĩactualĩ state reimbursement rate for FY23 is an estimate, based on the projected growth in PYAC and the current 
law appropriation level. 
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Table 2. Requested Increase to Reach Targeted Reimbursement Rates (FY24-FY25) 
 

FY24 FY25 

Appropriation at Targeted Reimbursement Rates $754,103,600 $1,035,635,600 

FY23 Base Appropriation $517,890,000 $517,890,000 

Request $236,213,600  $517,745,600  

Biennial Total  $771,489,300 
 

The department requests $236,213,600 GPR in FY24 and $517,745,600 GPR in FY25 to 
increase the reimbursement rate for special education expenditures to 45 percent in FY24 and 
60 percent in FY25.  

The department also requests the following statutory language changes for the special 

education categorical aid program:  

¶ the targeted reimbursement rates be specified in statute  

¶ the appropriation type be changed from sum certain to sum sufficient .  

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language for this request. 
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Appendix  

Special Education Categorical Aid ģ Prior Year Aidable Costs, State Appropriation ,  
and State Reimbursement Rates 

 
Fiscal Year Prior Year 

Aidable Costs 
% Change 
over PY 

Categorical Aid 
Appropriation  

Reimburse-
ment Rate 

2007-08  $ 1,213,607,540    $ 350,192,500  28.9% 

2008-09  1,285,385,255  5.91%  368,939,100  28.7% 

2009-10  1,322,974,688  2.92%  368,939,100  27.9% 

2010-11  1,312,271,260  -0.81%   368,939,100  28.1% 

2011-12  1,385,983,348  5.62%  368,939,100  26.6% 

2012-13  1,343,053,653  -3.10% 368,939,100  27.5% 

2013-14  1,359,647,100  1.24%  368,939,100  27.1% 

2014-15  1,375,594,466  1.17% 368,939,100  26.8% 

2015-16  1,391,199,161  1.13%  368,939,100  26.5% 

2016-17  1,404,311,864  0.94%  368,939,100  26.3% 

2017-18  1,435,356,008  2.21%  368,939,100  25.7% 

2018-19  1,482,145,948  3.26%  368,939,100  24.9% 

2019-20  1,534,311,880  3.52%  384,472,300  25.1% 

2020-21  1,595,858,595  4.01% 450,276,200  28.2% 

2021-22  1,579,588,774  -1.02% 468,091,800  29.6% 

2022-23 (proj)  1,633,136,833  3.39%  517,890,000  31.7% 

2023-24 (proj)  1,688,500,172  3.39%  517,890,000  30.7% 

2024-25 (proj)  1,745,740,328  3.39%  517,890,000  29.7% 

2025-26 (proj)  1,804,920,925  3.39%  517,890,000  28.7% 

2026-27 (proj)  1,866,107,744  3.39% 517,890,000 27.8% 
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DECISION ITEM 6006 ģ SPECIAL EDUCATION ģ HIGH COST AID 

 

204 ģ Additional special education aid  

s. 20.255 (2) (bd)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2023-24 
Request 

Requested Funding $14,480,000 $19,306,700 
Less Base $11,439,200 $11,439,200 
Requested Change $3,040,800 $7,867,500 

 

Request 

The department requests increases of $3,040,800 GPR in FY24 and $7,867,500 GPR in FY25 for 
High Cost Special Education Aid. The requested funding increases reflect modifying eligible costs 
to include 100 percent of prior year allowable costs (compared to 90 percent under current law) 
and to reimburse allowable costs at 45 percent in FY24 and 60 percent in FY25. The department 
also requests that the targeted reimbursement rates be specified in statute and that the 
appropriation type be changed from sum certain to sum sufficient. 

Background  

Meeting the needs of students with low incidence and high cost special education requirements 
can be very costly for school districts. Children with severe disabilities often need costly 
equipment and assistive technology, expenses that are currently not eligible for reimbursement 
under the special education categorical aid appropriation. These services can cost three or more 
times the average expense of educating a student with no disabilities. 

Eligible costs under the program include all costs (except administration or leadership) specific to 
educating a particular student with high cost special educational needs. Costs reimbursed by 
IDEA flow-through funds, Medicaid, and special education categorical aids are first deducted to 
arrive at a measure of eligible prior year costs. The amount by which the remaining prior year 
eligible costs associated with an individual child exceeds $30,000 is the resulting prior year 
aidable cost (PYAC) amount ģ the basis for reimbursement under the High Cost Special 

Education Aid program. Under current law, only 90 percent of PYAC are reimbursable under the 
program. In FY16 and FY17, the level for aidable costs was just 70 percent of PYAC. 

One example is an individual student whose services total $75,000. Federal reimbursement and 
state categorical aid add up to $30,000. The school district covers the first $30,000 of the 
remaining $45,000, leaving $15,000 of Ĩhigh costĩ expenses. Of this $15,000, 90 percent 
($13,500) is eligible for reimbursement out of this appropriation under current law. The final aid 
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payment received by the school district will be less than $13,500 if the state appropriation is 

insufficient to pay all claims (typically the case for this aid program).  

Aid payments received by school districts under this categorical aid program do not affect 
federal Maintenance of Effort. School districts would continue to fund special education costs 
below the $30,000 per student threshold for high cost aid, with IDEA flow-through funds, 
Medicaid, state special education categorical aid, general equalization aid, and local (property tax 
revenue) funding. 

To address the funding concerns for school districts and to improve access to open enrollment 
for high cost special education students, the department is requesting the Additional (ĨHigh 
Costĩ) Special Education Aid program be fully funded (i.e., 100 percent of costs above the 
$30,000 threshold reimbursed) with a sum sufficient appropriation.  

Proposal  

The department proposes a request for funding that assumes eligible expenditures for this aid 
program will remain relatively constant for FY24 and FY25: annually, $32,177,800 in aidable 
expenditures. With target reimbursement rates of 45 percent in FY24 and 60 percent in FY25, 
the appropriation would need to be set at $14,480,000 in FY24 and at $19,306,700 in FY25, in 
order to fully fund aidable costs.  

Table 1. Projected Costs of Fully Funding the High Cost Special Education Aid Program 

 FY23 FY24 FY25 

Aid Payments  $          11,439,200      

Proration  39.5%     
Aid Eligibility (90% of prior year 
allowable costs - PYAC)  $          28,960,000      

100% of PYAC  $          32,177,778      

Target Reimbursement Rate   45% 60% 

Appropriation     $          14,480,000   $ 19,306,700  

Base Appropriation  $          11,439,200      

Requested Increase    $             3,040,800   $     7,867,500  
 

The department requests $3,040,800 GPR in FY24 and $7,867,500 GPR in FY25 to increase the 
reimbursement rate for 100 percent of allowable costs under the high cost special education aid 

program, at 45 percent in FY24 and 60 percent in FY25.  

The department also requests the following statutory language changes for t he special 
education categorical aid program:  

¶ aid eligibility is based on 100 percent of prior year allowable costs  

¶ the targeted reimbursement rates be specified in statute  

¶ the appropriation type be changed from sum certain to sum sufficient .  
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Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language for this request. 
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DECISION ITEM 6007 ģ SPARSITY AID  

 

255 ģ Sparsity aid  

s. 20.255 (2) (ae)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2023-24 
Request 

Requested Funding $28,614,000 $28,614,000 
Less Base $27,983,800 $27,983,800 
Requested Change $630,200 $630,200 

 

Request 

The department requests increases of $630,200 GPR in FY24 and $630,200 GPR in FY25 for 
Sparsity Aid for school districts. The requested funding increases are intended to fully fund aid 
eligibility for school districts that qualify for Sparsity Aid.  

In addition, the department requests a statutory change to modify the current law Sparsity Aid 
Ĩstopgapĩ payment so that a district that loses eligibility for Sparsity Aid because it no longer 
meets the sparsity criteria (fewer than 10 members per square mile) would be eligible for the 
stop gap payment, equal to 50 percent of the districtĦs prior year aid payment. Under current law, 
a school district is eligible for the stopgap payment only if it loses eligibility due to exceeding the 

membership criteria.  

Background  

Many of the stateĦs small, rural school districts face a similar set of issues, including a lack of 
economies of scale, low median income, and large geographic boundaries. A greater percentage 
of rural districts (as opposed to urban or suburban) are also experiencing declining enrollment, 
which further exacerbates the challenges associated with these issues. 

For these small, rural school districts, their relatively large geographic size and distance from 
neighboring schools, compounded in many districts by declining enrollment, result in relatively 
larger costs per student just to maintain operations (e.g., for instruction, transportation, 

administration, and facilities). In addition, some of these school districts with sparser student 
populations are among the stateĦs lowest wealth districts, in terms of average income; they often 
have poverty rates higher than the state average, higher total transportation costs, and in some 
cases, relatively high property value per member, compared to other districts.  

In the general school aid formula, a school districtĦs Ĩability to payĩ is measured by the districtĦs 
equalized property value per member. The higher the districtĦs property value per member, 
relative to other school districts, the lower the percentage of that school districtĦs shared costs 
that are reimbursed in the stateĦs general aid formula. As a result, districts that are aided at a 
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lower percent of shared costs must rely more heavily on the local tax levy to maximize revenues, 

within the framework of state imposed revenue limits. For school districts with sparse student 
populations, the greater reliance on property taxes within revenue limits, combined with lower 
than average median incomes within their communities, makes the prospect of raising property 
tax revenues outside the revenue limits (i.e., via referendum) to increase resources for school 
district operations more challenging.     

Legislative History  

In response to these issues, the State SuperintendentĦs 2005-07 budget request included a $24 
million GPR Sparsity Aid proposal as part of the Rural Initiative. The proposal was not included in 
either the governorĦs or the legislatureĦs biennial budget proposals. However, a scaled-down 
Sparsity Aid proposal was eventually adopted under 2007 Wisconsin Act 20 (Act 20, the 2007-

09 biennial budget).    

As initially created under Act 20, eligibility for Sparsity Aid required a school district to meet all 
of the following criteria:  

¶ membership in the prior year of no more than 725;  

¶ fewer than 10 members per square mile of district attendance area (referred to as 
Ĩsparsityĩ); and 

¶ at least 20 percent of the school districtĦs membership in the previous school year was 
eligible for a free or reduced-price lunch (FRL) under the National School Lunch Program.  

In the first year of the program, $150 per member was awarded to districts that met the 

membership and sparsity criteria and whose FRL percentage was between 20 percent and 50 
percent; eligible districts whose FRL percentage exceeded 50 percent received $300 per 
member. In the years that followed, a school district was eligible to receive $300 per member as 
long as they met the 20 percent FRL threshold, in addition to meeting the membership and 
sparsity criteria.  

The Sparsity Aid program was modified in several ways following the inception of the program, 
and funding was adjusted in each biennial budget. The Sparsity Aid appropriation was 
significantly increased under 2009 Wisconsin Act 28 (the 2009-11 biennial budget), from 
$3,517,100 GPR in FY10 to $14,948,100 GPR in FY11. This allowed the per member payment to 
rise from $69 to $282.  

The Sparsity Aid appropriation was reduced to $13,453,300 in FY12 and FY13 due to budget 
cuts under 2011 Wisconsin Act 32 (the 2011-13 biennial budget). While the eligibility for aid 
remained at $300 per member, the funding reduction resulted in more deeply prorated 
payments, down to $241 per member in FY12 and $246 per member in FY13. The 2013-15 
biennial budget (2013 Wisconsin Act 20) maintained base funding, but with more districts 
gaining eligibility (and more members on behalf of whom aid payments were made), per member 
payments were further prorated, down to $237 per member in FY14 and $236 in FY15. 
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Under 2015 Wisconsin Act 55 (Act 55, the 2015-17 biennial budget), the FRL criteria for districts 

to qualify for Sparsity Aid was eliminated. Act 55 also appropriated an additional $4,220,700 
GPR in FY16 and FY17 to fully fund estimated payments for the Sparsity Aid program. As a 
result, Sparsity Aid payments were fully funded (not prorated) for the first time in FY16; aid 
payments were prorated to 97 percent in FY17. 

The program was further modified under 2015 Wisconsin Act 305 (Act 305) to create a second 
round of aid eligibility determination for school districts that lose eligibility for Sparsity Aid due 
to membership increases. Act 305 stipulated that if the appropriation were not fully expended 
after the initial round of eligibility determination, and if there were any districts that lost 
eligibility due to membership exceeding the 725 member threshold, the department must 
calculate a second round of aid for the districts that lost eligibility. Of note, this provision did not 
apply to districts that lost eligibility due to  exceeding the sparsity criteria (fewer than 10 

members per square mile). In addition, Act 305 increased the membership cap for receiving 
Sparsity Aid, from 725 to 745, first effective for Sparsity Aid distributed in FY17. 

Further changes were made to the Sparsity Aid program in the 2017-2018 legislative session. 
Under 2017 Wisconsin Act 59 (Act 59, the 2017-19 biennial budget), the aid entitlement created 
under Act 305 was replaced with a stopgap payment. Under this provision, school districts will 
receive 50 percent of the Sparsity Aid amount received in the prior year, if the school district no 
longer meets the membership criteria (now 745 or fewer members). This provision was first 
effective for aid distributed in FY18. 

Additionally, Act 59 provides that for school district consolidations that occur on or after July 1, 
2019, the consolidating districts will receive no less than 50 percent of the aggregate amount of 

Sparsity Aid received by the consolidating school districts in the school year prior to the school 
year in which the consolidation takes effect and in each of the subsequent four school years. 

2017 Wisconsin Act 141 increased the Sparsity Aid payment for eligible school districts to $400 
per member, beginning in FY19. An additional $6,454,600 GPR was committed to the 
appropriation to fully fund the higher per -member payment amount. 

Finally, under 2021 Act 58 (the 2021-23 biennial budget), a second tier of aid was added to the 
Sparsity Aid program: districts that meet the sparsity factor (fewer than 10 members per square 
mile) and that have a membership of 746 up to 1,000 are now eligible for Sparsity Aid at $100 
per member. The department has requested the creation of a second tier of aid for school 
districts with somewhat larger membership, but that are still relatively small in size and large in 
geographic area. With this change, the only time that the stop gap payment comes into play is if a 

school district exceed the 1,000 membership threshold for tier 2 aid. Districts the move from the 
tier 1 to the tier 2 size category still receive aid for each year they qualify, but at the $100 per 
pupil rate.  

If the appropriation in any fiscal year is insufficient to pay the full amount of aid for regular 
eligibility, stopgap payments, or consolidation-related payments, the department must prorate 
the payments among all eligible school districts. History of the appropriation, proration, and 
eligible districts and members can be found in Table 1 below. 
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Table 1. Sparsity Aid Appropriation and Proration Histor y 

Year Appropriated 
Amount  

Per 
Member 
Amount  

Proration  # Eligible 
Districts  

# Eligible 
Members 

FY09 $3,644,600 $134/$67*  45% 98/12  49,612 
FY10 $3,517,100 $   69 23% 115 50,974 
FY11 $14,948,100 $282 94% 123 53,083 
FY12 $13,343,300 $241 80% 130 55,854 
FY13 $13,343,300 $246 82% 129 54,649 
FY14 $13,343,300 $237 79% 133 56,673 
FY15 $13,343,300 $236 79% 133 56,970 
FY16 $17,674,000 $300 100% 137 57,728 
FY17 $17,674,000 $291 97% 141 60,702 
FY18 $18,496,200 $297 99% 144 62,377 
FY19** $25,213,900 $400 100% 144/2  62,146 
FY20 $24,813,900 $400 99% 143 62,156 
FY21  $24,813,900 $400 99% 144 62,273 
FY22 $27,962,400 $400/$100  97% 153/32  65,450/27,175  
FY23^  $27,983,800 $400/$100  98% 150/33  64,328/27,886  

* In the first year of the program, districts that met the membership and sparsity criteria whose FRL percentage was 
between 20 percent and 50 percent were eligible for $150 per member; eligible districts whose FRL percentage 
exceeded 50 percent were eligible for $300 per member. 

** Reflects an increase to the appropriation of $6,454,600 GPR under 2017 Wisconsin Act 141. Actual aid payments 
for FY19 were calculated at $25,071,896. This includes two school districts that received a 50 percent stopgap 
payment due to membership increases. This was the first time stopgap payments were made since the provision was 
created in 2017 Wisconsin Act 59.  

^In FY23, two districts are eligible for stopgap payments due to exceeding the 1,000 membership level for Tier 2 aid 
(representing 2,062 students). 

 

Proposal 

Despite increases in the appropriation provided under the most recent budget bill (2021-23), 
Sparsity Aid payments were still prorated in FY22 (97%) and FY23 (FY98%). For FY23 aid 
payments, the appropriation was short by $630,200. In order to avoid proration in future years, 
the department requests increases of $630,200 in FY24 and in FY25, to fully fund the Sparsity 
Aid program (assuming that total aid eligibility will remain fairly constant into the next biennium). 

 

Statutory Language 

The department is not proposing any statutory language related to this request. 
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DECISION ITEM 6008 ģ PUPIL TRANSPORTATION AID  

 

210 ģ Pupil transportation aid  

s. 20.255 (2) (cr)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2023-24 
Request 

Requested Funding $24,000,000 $24,000,000 
Less Base $24,000,000 $24,000,000 
Requested Change $0 $0 

 

Request 

The department requests modifying current law under the Pupil Transportation Aid program to 
increase the reimbursement rate provided to school districts and independent charter schools 
that transport pupils more than 12 miles, from $375 per pupil under current law to $400 per 
pupil, beginning in FY24. This change to the reimbursement rate will not require additional 
funding. 

Background 

Under current law, school districts are required to provide transportation services to resident 

public and private school students enrolled in regular education programs if the student resides 
more than two miles from the nearest public school they are entitled to attend. State aid is paid 
to school districts based on the number of students who are transported within mileage 
categories that are specified in statute. Aid is also paid from this appropriation for any district 
that must transport students over ice. Annually, $35,000 is allocated from this appropriation to 
reimburse schools districts for 75 percent of the cost of transporting pupils to and from an island 
over ice, including costs for equipment maintenance and storage. Just one district in the state 
(Bayfield) receives this type of transportation aid payment ($35,000 in FY20).  

Independent charter schools, under Wis. Stat. sec. 118.40 (2r) and (2x) are also eligible to claim 
aid for students transported (same reimbursement rates apply as for public school districts). In 
this paper, where appropriate, the term local educational agencies (LEAs) is used to refer 

collectively to school districts and independent charter schools.  

Transportation costs vary widely among school districts, from $20 per student in some districts, 
to more than $1,935 per student in others. Several factors affect school district transportation 
expenditures, including labor, maintenance, and insurance costs. Geographically large, rural 
districts that transport students significant distances tend to have higher costs on a per-student 
basis,  due to the longer bus routes and fewer students transported.   
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The reimbursement rates for the various mileage bands has been modified over time. As 

demonstrated in Table 1 below, rate increases have been provided primarily for the highest 
mileage category, as a way to target the stateĦs resources to support rural school districts facing 
the challenges of transporting students over significant distances.   

Table 1. Pupil Transportation Aid Reimbursement Rates 

Mileage Band FY06 FY07 FY08-
FY13 

FY14-
FY15 

FY16-
FY17 

FY18-
FY19 

FY20-
FY21 

FY22-
FY23 

School Year         

0-2 miles (hazardous areas) $12 $15 $15 $15 $15 $15 $15 $15 

2-5 miles $30 $35 $35 $35 $35 $35 $35 $35 

5-8 miles $45 $55 $55 $55 $55 $55 $55 $55 

8-12 miles $82 $110 $110 $110 $110 $110 $110 $110 

12 or more miles $150 $180 $220 $275 $300 $365 $365 $375 

  

Mileage Band FY06-F17 FY18-
FY19 

FY19- 
FY20 

FY22-
FY23 

Summer/Interim Session     

2-5 miles $4 $10 $10 $10 

5 or more miles* $6 $20 N/A  N/A  

Over 5 up to 8** 

N/A  N/A  

$20 $20 

Over 8 up to 12** $20 $20 

Over 12** $20 $20 

*Mileage band replaced with further breakdowns. 

**Categories created for FY20 payments.  

 

Most recently, 2021 Act 58 increased the reimbursement rate for students transported over 12 

miles, from $365 to $375 per student, beginning in FY22. Additionally, the proration of 
transportation aid for summer school was eliminated from the statute (as had been done in a 
previous budget for transportation aid payments for the regular school year).  

Full Distribution of Transportation Aid Appropriation  

The appropriation for Pupil Transportation Aid is an annual appropriation, meaning that 
uncommitted amounts lapse to the stateĦs general fund at the close of each fiscal year. The lapse 
requirement applies to the Pupil Transportation Aid appropriation; however, 2011 Wisconsin 
Act 105 modified the statute to require the department to distribute all funds appropriated 
under Wis.  Stat. sec. 20.255 (2)(cr). This means that if the approved claims for transportation aid 
for all LEAs is less than the amount appropriated, the department must distribute the remaining 

amount on a proportional basis, per Wis. Stat. sec. 121.58 (6)(b). 

Since FY11, when this statutory provision became effective, the state appropriation has been 
sufficient to pay all transportation aid claims in full. Thus, the department has provided a second 
round of transportation aid to school districts in each year since FY11 (initial aid payments occur 
in January and the second round payment occurs in June). For aid payments in FY22, the amount 
that was distributed in the second round was $6.3 million (26 percent of the transportation aid 
appropriation) , and in FY21, the second round distribution amount was even higher, at $7.6 
million (nearly 47 percent of the appropriation).  
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The amount of aid distributed in the second round for FY21 and FY22  were atypically high ģ in 

comparison, for aid payments made in FY19 and FY20, the second round distribution was less 
than $2 million (5.1 to 8.6 percent of the appropriation). The atypically high second round 
distribution amounts seen in FY21 and FY22 are likely explained by the impacts of the COVID-
19 pandemic on school district operations. Because aid is calculated based on prior year data, the 
FY22 aid was reflective of ridership in the 2020-21 school year ģ the first full year of school 
during the COVID-19 pandemic, before vaccinations were available. Student enrollment in 
public schools decreased by an unusually high amount for the 2020-21 school year, particularly 
for the youngest learners in 4-year old and 5-year old kindergarten. The combination of lower 
enrollments, the use of continued remote learning in some school districts, and potentially 
families choosing to drive their children to work to avoid exposure to COVID-19 (on buses) may 
have contributed to the lower ridership in the 2020-21 school year and resulting number of 
pupils reported for the Pupil Transportation Aid program for aid distributed in FY22. See the 

table below for aid payments distributed in FY22.  

Table 2. Pupil Transportation Aid Payments, FY22 (2020-21 Ridership Data) 

 

 

  

Period of 

Transportation

Distance to School Public School 

Pupils

Private School 

Pupils

Total Pupils Aid Per Pupil Total Aid 

Eligibility

Regular School Year

Over 90 days Over 12 miles 10,847 655 11,502 $375.00  $                 4,313,250 

Over 90 days 0 to 2 miles (hazardous) 85,144 3,201 88,345 $15.00  $                 1,325,175 

Over 90 days Over 2 to 5 miles 133,116 8,006 141,122 $35.00  $                 4,939,270 

Over 90 days Over 5 to 8 miles 57,154 4,605 61,759 $55.00  $                 3,396,745 

Over 90 days Over 8 to 12 miles 26,823 2,010 28,833 $110.00  $                 3,171,630 

Subtotal 313,084 18,477 331,561  $              17,146,070 

Vocational School

Over 90 days Over 12 miles 85 0 85 $375.00  $                         31,875 

Over 90 days Over 2 to 5 miles 435 0 435 $35.00  $                         15,225 

Over 90 days Over 5 to 8 miles 121 0 121 $55.00  $                            6,655 

Over 90 days Over 8 to 12 miles 114 0 114 $110.00  $                         12,540 

Subtotal 755 0 755  $                         66,295 

Summer School

1-15 days 2 to 5 miles 5,431 56 5,487 $10.00  $                         54,870 

1-15 days Over 5 miles 8,594 61 8,655 $20.00  $                      173,100 

Over 15 days 2 to 5 miles 8,087 58 8,145 $10.00  $                         81,450 

Over 15 days Over 5 miles 6,359 58 6,417 $20.00  $                      128,340 

Subtotal 28,471 233 28,704  $                      437,760 

GRAND TOTAL 336,877 18,550 355,427  $              17,650,125 

Transportation Over Ice 35,000$                         

Audit Findings 35,235$                         

Aid Eligibility - January: 17,720,360$             

Appropriation 24,000,000$             

Remaining - Distributed in June 6,279,640$                 
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Proposal  

The department proposes to modify the Pupil Transportation Aid program so as to increase the 
reimbursement rate for students transported 12 or more miles, from $375 to $400 per student. 
Using ridership data from the 2020-21 school year would suggest that the additional $25 per 
student in this mileage band would produce additional aid eligibility of $289,675 (11,587 
students transported 12 or more miles, multiplied by the $25 difference in payment per student). 
This amount would easily be absorbed in the existing transportation aid appropriation and would 
deliver more of the transportation aid to LEAs sooner in the year (for students transported the 
furthest distances). 

The department recognizes that if enrollments in public schools increase to pre-pandemic levels, 
and ridership on school buses rise accordingly, the impact of this proposed change could be 

greater. To account for this possibility, the transportation aid simulation can be run with 
ridership data from the 2018-19 school year, for transportation aid paid in 2019-20. Even using 
these higher ridership figures, the Pupil Transportation Aid appropriation could still absorb the 
increase to $400 per student for those transported 12 miles or more by a school district.  

Table 3. Simulation of Pupil Transportation Aid Payments  based on Pre-Pandemic Ridership 
Levels (2018-19 Ridership Data) 

 

Period of 

Transportation

Distance to School Public School 

Pupils

Private School 

Pupils

Total Pupils Aid Per Pupil Total Aid 

Eligibility

Regular School Year

Over 90 days Over 12 miles 12,504 947 13,451 $400.00  $                 5,380,400 

Over 90 days 0 to 2 miles (hazardous) 100,018 3,690 103,708 $15.00  $                 1,555,620 

Over 90 days Over 2 to 5 miles 176,913 13,007 189,920 $35.00  $                 6,647,200 

Over 90 days Over 5 to 8 miles 74,062 6,806 80,868 $55.00  $                 4,447,740 

Over 90 days Over 8 to 12 miles 33,175 3,067 36,242 $110.00  $                 3,986,620 

Subtotal 396,672 27,517 424,189  $              22,017,580 

Vocational School

Over 90 days Over 12 miles 14 3 17 $400.00  $                            6,800 

Over 90 days Over 2 to 5 miles 66 3 69 $35.00  $                            2,415 

Over 90 days Over 5 to 8 miles 1 2 3 $55.00  $                                 165 

Over 90 days Over 8 to 12 miles 3 1 4 $110.00  $                                 440 

Subtotal 84 9 93  $                            9,820 

Summer School

1-15 days 2 to 5 miles 7,095 26 7,121 $10.00  $                         71,210 

1-15 days Over 5 miles 10,048 52 10,100 $20.00  $                      202,000 

Over 15 days 2 to 5 miles 11,896 34 11,930 $10.00  $                      119,300 

Over 15 days Over 5 miles 10,931 81 11,012 $20.00  $                      220,240 

Subtotal 39,970 193 40,163  $                      612,750 

GRAND TOTAL 436,726 27,719 464,445  $              22,640,150 

Transportation over ice 35,000$                         

Audit findings 35,235$                         

Total aid eligibility - paid in January 22,710,385$             

Appropriation 24,000,000$             

Remaining for distribution in June* 1,289,615$                 
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Therefore, the department requests modifying current law under the Pupil Transportation Aid 
program to increase the reimbursement rate provided to LEAs that transport pupils more than 
12 miles, from $375 per pupil under current law to $400 per pupil, beginning in FY24. This 
change to the reimbursement rate will not require additional funding. 

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request. 
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DECISION ITEM 6009 ģ TRANSPORTATION ģ HIGH COST AID 

 

211 ģ Aid for high cost transportation 

s. 20.255 (2) (cq)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2023-24 
Request 

Requested Funding $30,400,000 $30,400,000 
Less Base $19,856,200 $19,856,200 
Requested Change $10,543,800 $10,543,800 

 

Request 

The department requests increases of $10,543,800 GPR in FY24 and $10,543,800 GPR in FY25 
for High Cost Transportation Aid to school districts. The requested funding increases are 
intended to fully fund aid eligibility for school districts that qualify for High Cost Transportation 
Aid. Additionally, the department requests that the $200,000 statutory limit on stop-gap 
payments be eliminated, so that all stopgap and regular eligibility payments be paid in full, or 
prorated at the same rate. 

Background  

The High Cost Transportation Aid program was created under 2013 Act 20 (Act 20, the 2013-15 
biennial budget) to provide additional transportation aid to school districts with relatively high 
per-student (member) transportation expenditures. As created by Act 20, a school district is 
eligible for aid if the districtĦs transportation expenditures per member exceed 150 percent of 
the statewide average transportation expenditures per member, based on audited information 
from the prior fiscal year. District transportation expenditures above the eligibility threshold are 
eligible for aid.  If the appropriation is insufficient to pay the full amount, aid payments are 
prorated. For purposes of determining eligibility for High Cost Transportation Aid only the 
Ĩregularĩ transportation expenditures from a districtĦs general fund are included in the 
calculation of transportation expenditures per member (i.e., transportation expenditures 
supported by federal or state special education categorical aids are excluded).  

The High Cost Transportation Aid program is intended to provide additional aid to districts that 
cannot achieve economies of scale due to low student population density and larger geographic 
area. These districts must transport students longer distances and have fewer students for whom 
they receive state aids; thus, their transportation program are, by virtue of their size and area, 
less efficient than more densely populated, smaller area districts. To achieve the greatest benefit 
for the school districts, the department requests additional funding for this aid program, in order 
to fully reimburse school districts for all eligible expenditures. 
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Funding and Aid Proration History  

Act 20 appropriated $5,000,000 GPR in FY14 and in FY15 for High Cost Transportation Aid, 
providing reimbursement to 128 eligible school districts. As of FY15, the appropriation was 
sufficient to reimburse 32.5 percent of eligible expenditures. 

The legislature added $2,500,000 GPR in both FY16 and FY17 under 2015 Act 55 (Act 55, the 
2015-17 biennial budget). This increase was intended to increase the reimbursement rate to 50 
percent of eligible expenditures. Act 55 also added a new eligibility requirement for the program, 
under which only those districts with a student population density of 50 students per square mile 
or less are eligible to receive the aid. Aid was prorated at 60.4 percent in FY16 and 51.6 percent 
in FY17.  

Under 2017 Act 59 (Act 59, the 2017-19 biennial budget), the appropriation was increased by 

$5,000,000 GPR in both FY18 and FY19 to fully fund estimated aid eligibility in the 2017-19 
biennium, as requested by the department. The departmentĦs request to add $200,000 GPR to 
the appropriation in FY18 and FY19 to pay for the proposed stopgap payment was also 
approved. The stopgap payment provides a one-year aid payment equal to 50 percent of a 
districtĦs prior year aid payment if the district has lost eligibility for High Cost Transportation Aid. 
As enacted in Act 59, the $200,000 amount that the department identified as the estimated cost 
of stopgap payments was created as a cap on stopgap payments; thus, under current law, the sum 
of all stopgap payments cannot exceed $200,000 (i.e., stopgap payments are subject to 
proration). The legislature further modified this program under Act 59, by lowering the eligibility 
threshold from 150 percent to 145 percent of the statewide average transportation 
expenditures per member.   

While the departmentĦs request to fully fund eligible costs was approved under 2017 Act 59, aid 
eligibility was greater than the estimates that were the basis of that request. The reimbursement 
rate for High Cost Transportation Aid in FY18 was 84.9 percent, and can be attributed in part to 
the change in the eligibility threshold, from 145 percent to 150 percent of statewide eligible 
costs per member. First, this change extended eligibility to four new school districts: Big Foot 
UHS, Loyal, Melrose-Mindoro, and Westby Area; and second, lowering the eligibility threshold 
also resulted in currently eligible school districts receiving aid on a greater share of aidable costs. 
Finally, while $200,000 was added to fund the stopgap payments, that amount is not sufficient to 
fully fund school districts that qualified for the stopgap payment. The 22 school districts that 
qualified for stopgap aid in FY20 received only 36.5% of what they would have otherwise been 
entitled, absent the $200,000 limitation on stopgap payments and insufficient funding.  

Under 2021 Act 58 (Act 58, the 2021-23 biennial budget), the appropriation was increased again, 
to $19,856,200 in FY22 and in FY23, to fully fund estimated aid eligibility in the 2021-23 
biennium. The Legislature also modified the program once again, to change the threshold for 
eligibility from 145 percent to 140 percent of statewide average transportation costs per 
member. The Legislature attempted to insert another criterion for eligibility ģ that a school 
district have fewer than 3,500 members. However, that provision was vetoed by the Governor; 
thus, there is no absolute size limit for aid eligibility (though the school district must have 50 or 
fewer members per square mile to be eligible for aid).  
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Table 1. High Cost Transportation Aid History and Estimates (Funding and Aid Payments) 

Regular Aid Stop Gap Aid 

Fiscal Year (Aid 
Paid) 

Eligibility 
Threshold 
(% of SW 
average) 

Eligible 
Districts  

Total Eligible 
(Aidable) Prior 

Year Costs 

Appropriation  Aid 
Proration  

Stop Gap 
Eligible 
Districts  

Maximum 
Aid (50% of 
Prior Year) 

Stop Gap 
Allotted  

Stop Gap 
Aid 

Proration 
** 

FY14 150% 128 $ 14,843,704 $  5,000,000 33.7% n/a n/a n/a n/a 

FY15 150% 135 15,598,287 5,000,000 32.1% n/a n/a n/a n/a 

FY16* 150% 128 12,422,117 7,500,000 60.4% n/a n/a n/a n/a 

FY17 150% 123 14,529,262 7,500,000 51.6% n/a n/a n/a n/a 

FY18** 145% 126 14,731,973 12,700,000 84.9% 13 $ 389,607 $ 200,000 51.3% 

FY19 145% 139 17,571,931 12,700,000 71.1% 15 347,580 200,000 57.6% 

FY20 145% 136 16,779,075 13,500,000 79.3% 22 548,513 200,000 36.5% 

FY21 145% 136 16,145,976 13,500,000 83.4% 23 684,392 200,000 29.2% 

FY22 140% 192 29,433,386 19,856,200 66.8% 11 378,544 200,000 52.8% 

FY23 ģ est. 140%  30,000,000 19,856,200 66.2%  400,000 200,000 50.0% 

* FY16 was the first year for which the student density factor (50 or fewer members per square mile) was in effect. 

**FY18 was the first year for which the stopgap payment (50% of prior year's aid payment for districts that lost 
eligibility) was in effect. There were 13 districts eligible for a stopgap payment; they received a total of $200,000 in 
aid (with $389,607 in eligibility, aid was prorated at 51.3%).   

 

As indicated in Table 1, above, eligible expenditures for  High Cost Transportation Aid program 
have not follow ed a discernable trend. As such, it is difficult to estimate the projected cost to the 
state of funding High Cost Transportation Aid at 100 percent of eligible expenditures and to fully 
fund total Ĩstopgapĩ payments at 50 percent of eligible districtsĦ prior year aid award.  

Proposal 

The department proposes a request for funding that assumes eligible expenditures for this aid 

program will remain relatively constant for FY24 and FY25: annually, $30,000,000 in aidable 
expenditures for eligible school districts and up to $400,000 in stop gap payments for districts 
that lose eligibility. Thus, the appropriation would need to be set at $30,400,000 GPR annually - 
$10,543,800 above the current base funding level ģ in order to fully fund aidable costs, including 
stopgap payments. Should the appropriation not be fully expended, the unexpended funds would 
lapse to the stateĦs general fund at the end of each fiscal year. 

The department requests $10,543,800 GPR in FY24 and $10,543,800 GPR in FY25, to fully fund 
the projected aid eligibility for the High Cost Transportation aid program. In order to fully fund 
stopgap payments, a statutory change will be required to eliminate the current law dollar limit 
on total stopgap payments ($200,000). With the elimination of the dollar limit on stopgap 
payments, the aid payments for all districts would be fully paid or if proration is necessary, 

prorated at the same rate. This is similar to how current law addresses propration of Sparsity Aid, 
which also has a stopgap provision for districts that lose eligibility for aid under that program. 

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request. 
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COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL MENTAL HEALTH SYSTEMS 

 

DECISION ITEM 6010 ģ AID FOR COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL MENTAL HEALTH SYSTEMS 

 

223 ģAid for comprehensive school mental health systems 

s. 20.255 (2)(dc) [NEW] 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $127,914,300  $127,914,300  

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $127,914,300  $127,914,300  

 
297 ģSchool-based mental health service grants 

s. 20.255 (2)(dt) 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $0 $0 

Less Base $10,000,000 $10,000,000 

Requested Change ($10,000,000) ($10,000,000) 

 

Request 

The department requests $127,914,300 GPR in FY24 and $127,914,300 GPR in FY25, to create 
a new categorical aid program to support comprehensive mental health systems in schools. The 
department also requests eliminating the existing school-based mental health services grants 
program and redirecting the appropriat ed budget authority to the proposed new aid program for 
comprehensive school mental health systems (i.e., reallocating $10,000,000 GPR in FY24 and 

$10,000,000 GPR in FY25). Therefore, the net increase in state funding under this proposal 
would be $117,914,300 GPR in both years.  

Background 

Mental health among students has been a pressing issue for some time. In recent years, there has 
been increased awareness of student mental health as a legitimate health concern and 
acknowledgment that schools have a critical role to play in addressing studentsĦ mental health 
needs. This increased awareness has led to investments by the state in programs designed to 
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identify and address mental health concerns among students, as evidenced by growing financial 

support by the state for school mental health aids and grants. 

The emergence of COVID-19 and the public health pandemic that followed  created tremendous 
stress for students, families, and schools. There was a very sudden shift to remote learning in the 
early days of the pandemic, and then extended periods of reduced social contact (and for some, 
real isolation) as remote schooling and working continued through the 2021-22 school year. 
People generally had far less access to participate in typical life activities. The pandemic took an 
economic toll on many families, adding financial strain to the general stress and trauma of the 
pandemic. Mental health needs did not disappear with the introduction of the COVID vaccine. 
While the vaccination allowed for a (slow) return to a somewhat normal (pre-pandemic) level of 
social activity, student responses to the Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) demonstrate that 
students continue to have significant mental health struggles.  

Youth Risk Behavior Survey 

DPI administers a statewide high school survey provided by the Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) every other year to measure student perceptions, called the Youth Risk Behavior Survey 
(YRBS). The 2021 YRBS data will be available in the Fall of 2022; therefore, this paper relies on 
data from the report on the 2019 YRBS.  

The 2019 YRBS results show that suicide is a major concern for Wisconsin youth, and that 
anxiety and depression are common. WisconsinĦs adolescent suicide rate exceeds the national 
rate. The CDC reports the adolescent suicide rate in Wisconsin was 14.43 per 100,000 in 2020. 
In the US, there was an increase in the suicide rate from 10.4 per 100,000 in 2012 to 13.5 per 
100,000 in 2020.6   

Mental Health in Schools 

One in six U.S. youth aged 6-17 experience a mental health disorder each year, and half of all 
mental health conditions begin by age 14. Attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), 
behavior problems, anxiety, and depression are the most commonly diagnosed mental disorders 
in children. Yet, only about half of youth with mental health conditions received any kind of 
treatment in the past year.7 Undiagnosed, untreated, or inadequately treated mental illnesses 
can significantly interfere with a studentĦs ability to learn, grow, and develop. Since children 
spend much of their productive time in educational settings, schools offer a unique opportunity 
for early identification, prevention, and interventions that serve students where they already 
are. (NAMI, 2022) 

 

 

6 Source: Centers for Disease Control MMWR, April 1, 2022 
7 Mental Health in Schools, National Alliance on Mental Illness (NAMI), 2022 

 

https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jamapediatrics/fullarticle/2724377?guestAccessKey=f689aa19-31f1-481d-878a-6bf83844536a
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/15939837/
https://www.cdc.gov/childrensmentalhealth/data.html
https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jamapediatrics/fullarticle/2724377?guestAccessKey=f689aa19-31f1-481d-878a-6bf83844536a
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Limitations of Current Law School Mental Health Programs 

The department often hears from stakeholders that schools are looking not simply for increased 
funding, but funding that is predictable and sustainable ģ which is not accomplished with 
competitive grant processes or complicated aid formulas that can result in significant swings in 
aid amounts from year to year. DPI currently administers a School-Based Mental Health Services 
Grant Program (SBMHS), a competitive grant program funded with state GPR and authorized 
under Wis. Stat. sec. 115.367. The amount currently budgeted for the SBMHS grant is $10 
million GPR annually. The SBMHS grant reimburses LEAs for allowable expenditures, which 
include collaborating with community mental health agencies to provide mental health services 
to pupils. This is a competitive grant program, so eligible entities (school districts, ICS, and 
Cooperative Education Agencies (LEAs) must submit a grant application to be considered for 
funding.  

The concerns about the SBMHS grant are that, as a competitive grant, the SBMHS grant program 
creates inequities, because some LEAs are better equipped/positioned to write grant 
applications that are likely to be successful. Additionally, the uncertainty of obtaining continued 
funding beyond current grant award cycle is a concern for applying LEAs. DPI often hears from 
schools Ĩwhy should school have to compete for funding to meet the mental health needs of our 
students?ĩ 

Proposal  

The departmentĦs proposal is a simple but effective approach to distributing state mental health 
funds to support students: provid ing aid to every LEA (school districts and ICS) with a minimum 
level of funding ($100,000 per LEA) and additional amounts based on student enrollment 

($100/student) . This would allow LEAs to make reasonable assumptions about the amount of 
state funding they could expect for student mental health purposes. Under this approach, the 
state would still be able to ensure that LEAs are accountable for using the funding for allowable 
purposes. Each LEAĦs award amount would be made available early in the school year, but the 
actual monies would be distributed to LEAs under a claims reimbursement model, requiring 
supporting documentation of expenditures for allowable activities. Under this new aid program, 
the department would provide a minimum award of $100,000 per LEA, plus $100 per student 
(using prior year enrollments). See the Table 1 below for the departmentĦs estimate for total 
grant awards under the proposed CSMHS program.  

Table 1. Estimated Costs for the CSMHS Program 

 LEAs Student 
Enrollment 
(2021-22) 

Annual Cost 

Number of LEAs & Students  450 829,143  
Funding Amount  $ 100,000 $100/student   
Subtotal  $   45,000,000  $   82,914,300   $ 127,914,300  
Eliminate SBMHS Grant   -$10,000,000 

Net Total Annual Cost    $117,914,300  
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The department also requests to eliminate the existing SBMHS competitive grant program and 
redirect that programĦs $10,000,000 annual appropriation to the proposed Aid for comprehensive 
school mental health systems (beginning in FY24). The elimination of the SBMHS grant program 
would reduce state appropriations by $10,000,000 annually, resulting in a net increase in state 
appropriations  of $117,914,300 annually, for the proposed formula for distributing state support 
for mental health programs. 

The departmentĦs intention is that LEAs be permitted to use the Aid for CSMHS funding for a 
broad array of purposes that meet an overarching goal of providing comprehensive support to 
students during the school day and while they are engaged in after school and other out-of-time 
school programs. Allowable uses of the proposed aid would include (but not limited to):  

¶ Mental health Evidence-Based Improvement Strategies (EBIS) 

¶ Mental health literacy and stigma reduction programs for students and adults  

¶ Collaborating and/or contracting with community mental health providers, consultants, 
organizations, CESAs, and other experts to provide consultation, training, mentoring, and 
coaching 

¶ Parent training and informational events 

¶ Student and Family Assistance Programs (SFAP) 

¶ School-employed mental health professionals accessible to all students  

¶ Mental health navigators 

¶ Mental health system planning 

¶ Translator and interpreter services  

¶ Offsetting the costs associated with school-employed mental health professionals accessible 
to all students (to complement state aid received under the School-Based Mental Health 
Professionals program, as requested under DIN 6011) 

 
The following would be considered ineligible for reimbursement  under this proposal: payments 
for direct treatment services or insurance deductibles, non-mental health-related training, staff 
salaries for non-mental health-related positions, and indirect costs of regular school operations 
(e.g., existing overhead expenses). Finally, the departmentĦs intent is that LEAs be allowed to use 
these funds for both in-school and out-of-school activities and program. For example, an LEA 

that operates an afterschool program for students (either directly or under contract with a 
provider) could seek reimbursement for allowable costs of providing services to students in the 
afterschool program using this CSMHS funding.  

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request.  
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DECISION ITEM 6011 ģ AID FOR SCHOOL-BASED MENTAL HEALTH PROFESSIONALS 

 

221 ģAid for school-based mental health professionals; staff 

s. 20.255 (2)(db) [NEW] 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $30,000,000 $30,000,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $30,000,000 $30,000,000 

 
 

227 ģ Aid for school mental health programs 

s. 20.255 (2)(da) 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $0 $0 

Less Base $12,000,000 $12,000,000 

Requested Change ($12,000,000) ($12,000,000) 

 

Request 

The department requests net increases of $18,000,000 GPR in FY24 and $18,000,000 GPR in 

FY25, to expand the current law Aid for School Mental Health Programs to include 
reimbursement for expenditures made for pupil services staff generally, rather than just for 
school social workers. Additionally, the department requests that this aid program be 
restructure d so as to provide reimbursement for prior year eligible costs generally, by 
eliminating the current law two -tiered aid model. Finally, the department requests changing the 
name of the program to Aid for School-Based Mental Health Professionals. This proposal would 

reallocate $12,000,000 GPR annually (beginning in FY24) from the current law appropriation 
under Wis. Stat. sec. 20.255 (2)(da) to a new appropriation under Wis. Stat. sec. 20.255 (2)(db) 
[proposed], School-based mental health professionals; staff.   

Background 

School-Based Mental Health Professionals assist and strengthen schools and districts by 
providing comprehensive supports. These professionals work collaboratively to meet the many 
needs of students and staff with their unique skills, training, and expertise through a team-based 
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approach. Collaboration, consultation, and direct services are provided within multi-level 

systems of support, which emphasize evidence-based interventions, data-based problem-solving 
practices, connecting families with resources, and equitable mental health services, access and 
outcomes8. Wisconsin Pupil Services Professionals include School Counselors, School 
Psychologists, School Social Workers, and School Nurses.  

The current law categorial aid program currently provides $12,000,000 GPR annually to support 
the provision and expansion of mental health services for students in school district and 
independent charter schools (ICS) [collectively, local educational agencies, or LEAs] and in 
private parental choice schools. This program provides reimbursement for expenditures made 
specifically for school social worker staff/ services (school/district  employees or contracted 
services).  

State aid under this program is paid under two tiers ; school districts, ICS, and private choice 
schools that increased expenditures from one year to the next are eligible for aid.  

¶ Tier 1 eligible expenditures include the increase in expenditures for the Social Workers 
category in the prior year, less expenditures from the year two years prior. 
Reimbursement is made at 50% of eligible expenditures.  

¶ Tier 2 aid is distributed if funds remain in the appropriation after distribution of Tier 1 aid. 
This remaining funding is used to reimburse school districts, ICS, and private choice school 
for increased expenditures for Social Workers in the prior year, less the dollar amount of 
increased expenditures that was reimbursed under Tier 1, prorated as necessary. 

Student Mental Health Challenges  

One in six U.S. youth aged 6-17 experience a mental health disorder each year, and half of all 
mental health conditions begin by age 14. Attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), 
behavior problems, anxiety, and depression are the most commonly diagnosed mental disorders 
in children. Yet, only about half of youth with mental health conditions received any kind of 
treatment in the past year.9 

The lack of professional help and intervention for children and youth struggling with mental 
health issues is considered a significant factor to unsafe school environments. Youth are almost 
as likely to receive mental health services in an education setting as they are to receive 
treatment from a specialty mental health provider Ĥ in 2019, 15% of adolescents aged 12-
17 reported receiving mental health services at school, compared to 17% who saw a specialty 

provider.10  

 

8 Adapted with permission from the Oklahoma State Department of Education, Counseling and School-Based 
Mental Health Integration  
9 Mental Health In Schools, National Alliance on Mental Health (NAMI), 2019, Mental Health in Schools | NAMI:  
10 Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration. (2020). Key substance use and mental health 
indicators in the United States: Results from the 2019 National Survey on Drug Use and Health (HHS Publication 
No. PEP20-07-01-001, NSDUH Series H-55.  

https://www.samhsa.gov/data/sites/default/files/reports/rpt29393/2019NSDUHFFRPDFWHTML/2019NSDUHFFR1PDFW090120.pdf
https://www.samhsa.gov/data/sites/default/files/reports/rpt29393/2019NSDUHFFRPDFWHTML/2019NSDUHFFR1PDFW090120.pdf
https://sde.ok.gov/sites/default/files/documents/files/School-Based%20Mental%20Health%20Professionals.pdf
https://sde.ok.gov/sites/default/files/documents/files/School-Based%20Mental%20Health%20Professionals.pdf
https://nami.org/Advocacy/Policy-Priorities/Improving-Health/Mental-Health-in-Schools#:~:text=Youth%20are%20almost%20as%20likely,who%20saw%20a%20specialty%20provider.
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WisconsinĦs adolescent suicide rate also exceeds the national rate. The Centers for Disease 

Control (CDC) reports the adolescent suicide rate in Wisconsin was 14.43 per 100,000 in 2020. 
In the US, there was an increase in the suicide rate from 10.4 per 100,000 in 2012 to 13.5 per 
100,000 in 2020.11   

Stressors like academic achievement, violence in schools, poverty, and social media have 
contributed to increasing rates of mental health disorders among adolescents over the last 
decade. These disorders include major depression, suicidal thoughts, and psychological distress 
(APA 2019).  

According to 2022 data from Mental Health America ģ Wisconsin had the 33rd highest reporting 
of youth with at least one major depressive episode (MDE) in the  nation with 15.99% of youth 
(about 71,000 youth)12 .  

National data from Mental Health America shows: 

¶ 15.08% of youth (age 12-17) report suffering from at least one major depressive episode 
(MDE) in the past year. 

¶ Childhood depression is more likely to persist into adulthood if gone untreated. 

¶ The number of youth experiencing MDE increased by 306,000 (1.24%) from last year's 
dataset. 

¶ The state prevalence of youth with MDE ranges from 11.36% in the District of Columbia 
to 18.62% in Oregon. 

Additional data from Mental Health America  regarding youth experiencing major depression 
who did not receive any mental health treatment- show WI is ranked 19th in the nation with 
55.10% of youth not receiving treatment (about 36,000 youth).  

Nationally:  

¶ 60.3% of youth with major depression do not receive any mental health treatment. 

¶ Youth experiencing MDE (major depressive episode) continue to go untreated. Even 
among the states with greatest access for youth, 1 in 3 youth are still not receiving the 
mental health services they need. 

¶ The state prevalence of untreated youth with depression ranges from 30.0% in Maine to 

73.1% in Texas. 

 

 

11 Source: Centers for Disease Control MMWR, April 1, 2022 
12 (Mental Health America 2022) 

https://mhanational.org/issues/2022/mental-health-america-prevalence-data
https://mhanational.org/issues/2022/mental-health-america-access-care-data#youth-mde
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School Based Mental Health Professionals Staff 

Pupil services staffĤnurses, psychologists, social workers, and counselorsĤare regularly the first 
to identify students in need of assistance. And, more often than not, they offer the only 
professional aid those students will receive. Of youth who receive mental health assistance, 70 to 
80 percent receive their mental health services in their schools (ACLU, 2019). 

School counselors, psychologists, social workers, and nurses all provide essential services to 
students, including those related to mental health. The departmentĦs proposal focuses on 
providing aid for all types of pupil services professionals (rather than just social workers), as a 
way to increase the number of professionals providing mental health services and support to 
students, for two reasons: 

¶ The ratio of pupils to pupil services professionals in Wisconsin all fall significantly short of 

the national recommendations for all four pupil services professional groups. 

¶ All four pupil services professional groups possess the expertise to work across systems 
and with community-based professionals and families. 

In Wisconsin, the ratio of pupils to pupil services professionals shifts slightly from year to year. 
Even so, the ratio for each of the four pupil services categories significantly exceeds the 
recommended staffing levels suggested by national organizations, as shown in Table 1. Data 
come from the departmentĦs own Office of Student Services, Prevention, and Wellness. 

Table 1. Student -Pupil Service Professional Ratio 

*Ratios of 750:1 for students in the general population, 225:1 in the student populations requiring daily professional 
school nursing services or interventions, 125:1 in student populations with complex healthcare needs, and 1:1 may 
be necessary for some students who require daily and continuous professional nursing services (National 
Association of School Nurses, 2010. 

 

Proposal 

The department requests that the appropriation be renamed to ĨAid for School-Based Mental 
Health Professionalsĩ to reflect the proposal to include all pupil support staff expenditures as 
eligible for aid.  

Pupil Services 

Position  
Wisconsin Pupil Services Ratios 

National 

Organization 

Recommendation 
2012 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Counselors 466:1 399:1 444:1 420:1 424:1 390:1 381:1 250:1 

Psychologists 956:1 1,073:1 993:1 967:1 934:1 845:1 826:1 500:1 

Social Workers 1,050:1 1,528:1 1,567:1 1,468:1 1,418:1 1,196:1 1,136:1 400:1 

Nurses 1596:1 1,721:1 1,911:1 1,871:1 1,850:1 1,632:1 1,516:1 *750:1 
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The department requests net increases of $18,000,000 GPR in FY24 and $18,000,000 GPR in 

FY25, to expand the current law categorical aid program to include reimbursement for 
expenditures made for all pupil services staff  rather than just for school social workers ģ that is, 
include expenditures for school counselors, school psychologists, and school nurses as allowable 
costs for aid. Finally, the department proposes that the current law structure that provides aid in 
two tiers be eliminated, so as to provide reimbursement simply on the basis of prior year 
allowable costs.  

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request.  
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DECISION ITEM 6012 ģ PEER-TO-PEER SUICIDE PREVENTION GRANTS 

 

246 ģ Peer-to-peer suicide prevention program: grants 

s. 20.255 (2) (du) 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $250,000 $250,000 

Less Base $250,000 $250,000 

Requested Change $0 $0 

 

Request 

The department requests a statutory change to increase the maximum grant award for Peer-to-
Peer Suicide Prevention Grants from $1,000 to $6,000. This would more accurately reflect the 
actual costs to a school to implement this type of program. The department is not seeking any 
changes to the programĦs base funding at this time. 

Background 

As created by 2019 Act 83, the Peer-to-Peer Suicide Prevention Grant program provides grants 
for public, private, and tribal schools operating high school grades to implement peer-to-peer 

suicide prevention programs or to support existing programs. Beginning in the 2020-21 school 
year, the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) began awarding grants up to $1,000 per local 
education agency (LEA) or private/tribal school, through a competitive application process. Act 
83 appropriated $250,000 in beginning in FY21 for the grants.  

DPI administers a statewide high school survey provided by the Center for Disease Control 
(CDC) every other year to measure student perceptions, called the Youth Risk Behavior Survey 
(YRBS). The 2021 YRBS data will be available in the Fall of 2022; therefore, this paper relies on 
data from the report on the 2019 YRBS.  

The 2019 YRBS results show that suicide is a major concern for Wisconsin youth, and that 
anxiety and depression are common. The survey also points to the fact that young people in 

distress are twice as likely to turn to peers, rather than adults. Equipping youth to work 
effectively with friends or other peers who may be suicidal is therefore an important component 
of WisconsinĦs youth suicide prevention strategy.13  

 

13 2019 YRBS summary report (pg. 11) 
 

https://dpi.wi.gov/sites/default/files/imce/sspw/pdf/YRBS_2019_Summary_Report_DPI_Web_Version.pdf
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WisconsinĦs adolescent suicide rate exceeds the national rate. The Center for Disease Control 

(CDC) reports the adolescent suicide rate in Wisconsin was 14.43 per 100,000 in 2020. In the 
US, there was an increase in the suicide rate from 10.4 per 100,000 in 2012 to 13.5 per 100,000 
in 2020.14  2019 WI data shows LGBT students (not including Q+ at the time of administration) 
were 2.6 times as likely to seriously consider suicide as compared to youth overall. The COVID 
pandemic has adversely impacted mental health for many people and in particular our youth who 
need more supports including suicide preventions programs they can easily access in school.  

Peer-to -Peer Training 

Peer-to-peer training is an integral component of many youth suicide-prevention programs. This 
model trains students to recognize warning signs in depressed or suicidal peers, and to empower 
them to report those signs to an adult. Peers are considered to be the most effective receptors of 

warning signs because they spend so much time together and are able to recognize when 
someone is acting differently.  

HOPE Squad is one example of a school-based peer-to-peer training program. The program is 
characterized by partnerships between schools and local mental health and community agencies. 
HOPE Squad students are trained by knowledgeable adults to be active listeners and supported 
by those adults to help and respond to peers who are struggling with emotional issues, such as 
depression and suicidality, as well as reporting behavior and concerns to adults.  

Another example is the Sources of Strengths program. This is a strength-based comprehensive 
wellness program focused primarily on suicide prevention but also touches on other issues such 
as substance abuse and violence. The program is based on a relational connections model that 
uses teams of peer leaders who are mentored by adult advisors to change peer social norms 

about help seeking. It also encourages students to individually assess and develop strengths in 
their life. Peer leaders interact with their classmates to have one-on-one conversations and 
develop materials to promote protective factors in studentsĦ lives. The program promotes and 
focuses on connectivity, school bonding, peer-adult partnerships, and help seeking behaviors.  

Key Benefits of Peer-to -Peer Training  

Peer-to-Peer Training is a recognized strategy by the US Department of Health and Human 
Services. Having a program to engage students in suicide prevention is on the Checklist of 
Suicide Prevention Activities. There is evidence that peer support programs make a difference in 
reducing risk factors.15 It reaches young people where they are most likely to seek help. Young 
people are more likely to turn to peers in times of emotional distress than to adults.16 According 

 

14 Source: Centers for Disease Control MMWR, April 1, 2022 
15 US Dept. of Health and Human Services. n.d. ĨSuicide Prevention A Toolkit for High Schools.ĩ  Accessed October 
23, 2019.https://store.samhsa.gov/system/files/sma12-4669.pdf  
16 Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction. n.d. ĨSummary Report. 2017 Wisconsin Youth Risk Behavior Survey.ĩ 
Accessed October 23, 2019. https://dpi.wi .gov/sites/default/files/imce/sspw/pdf/yrbs -2017-final-summary-
report.pdf  

https://store.samhsa.gov/system/files/sma12-4669.pdf
https://dpi.wi.gov/sites/default/files/imce/sspw/pdf/yrbs-2017-final-summary-report.pdf
https://dpi.wi.gov/sites/default/files/imce/sspw/pdf/yrbs-2017-final-summary-report.pdf
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to the American Journal of Health, there is evidence that peer support programs can make a 

difference in reducing risk  factors.17  

According to program staff, the estimated costs to schools to provide peer-to-peer suicide 
prevention programing is approximately $6,000. The costs of either a Hope Squad or Sources of 
Strength (SOS) program is between $4,000-$5,000. The common associated costs beyond 
training and curriculum and staff time include:  

¶ Transportation costs for regional, in-person training ($200-$900) 

¶ Substitute pay for when staff is away being trained ($200-$500) 

¶ Publicity costs: posters, radio ads and related costs which are part of each Hope Squad 
and SOS ($300-$1,000) 

Grant Awards  

For FY21, there were two rounds of awards resulting in a total of 63 awards approved, totaling 
$62,162 for which $37,246 was paid, based on claims submitted to DPI. For FY22  there were 
two rounds of awards resulting in a total of 79 awards approved, totaling $77,985 for which 
$15,533 was paid, based on claims submitted to DPI, however, schools to have until September 
30, 2022, to submit their claims.  

Schools in some cases faced challenges trying to establish new Hope Squad or SOS programs 
during the COVID pandemic. Some schools also may not have the resources or staff capacity to 
write for a $1,000 grant if the funds do not support the training, curriculum, and necessary 
resources. The maximum grant award of $1,000 per grantee does not cover full costs of the 
programming, potentially precluding some schools from applying for this grant. Increasing the 

maximum award amount would better reflect the actual costs a school incurs to implement this 
type of program.   

Proposal 

The department requests a statutory change to increase the maximum grant award for Peer-to-

Peer Suicide Prevention Grants from $1,000 to $6,000, to accurately reflect the actual costs to a 
school to implement this type of program. 

 

Statutory Language   

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request.   

  

 

17 American Journal of Public Health (AJPH), September 2010, ĨAn Outcome Evaluation of the Sources of Strength 
Suicide Prevention Program Delivered by Adolescent Peer Leaders in High Schoolĩ 

https://ajph.aphapublications.org/loi/ajph
https://ajph.aphapublications.org/toc/ajph/100/9
https://ajph.aphapublications.org/doi/full/10.2105/AJPH.2009.190025
https://ajph.aphapublications.org/doi/full/10.2105/AJPH.2009.190025
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DECISION ITEM 6013 ģ MENTAL HEALTH TRAINING PROGRAM 

 

118ģ Mental health training program 

s. 20.255 (1)(ep)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $1,000,000 $1,000,000 

Less Base $420,000 $420,000 

Requested Change $580,000 $580,000 

 

Request 

The department requests increases of $580,000 GPR in FY24 and $580,000 GPR in FY25 to 
increase support for existing mental health training programs and to expand the types of mental 
health trainings that can be offered beyond the three specific program strategies authorized 
under current law. The department also requests that the mental health trainings be made 
available for staff working in out-of-school time programs that serve school-aged children and 
youth. 

Background 

Under current law, funding is provided to DPI to provide school mental health training 
opportunities for school staff. The existing mental health training program was created as part of 
the 2017-19 budget (2017 Act 59) and subsequently modified by 2017 Act 31. The combined 
result of those Acts is the appropriation for mental health training, at $420,000 annually, to 
support training opportunities aimed at increasing capacity within school districts and 
independent charter schools to provide mental health screening and intervention services to 
pupils. 

The existing program utilizes three key program strategies that are specified in state statute: 
Youth Mental Health First Aid (YMHFA), Trauma Sensitive Schools (TSS), and SBIRT (Screening, 
Brief Intervention, Referral and Treatment). The three identified program strategies that are 

allowable under the statute are all evidence-based interventions. See the Appendix to this paper 
for more information about each of the programs and participation in the trainings. 

The department has repeatedly requested additional state funding for the mental health training 
program, both to expand training offerings and to reach more people with the trainings: 

¶ 2021-23 State Budget (2021 WI Act 58) The department requested $500,000 GPR 
annually, beginning in FY22, to increase support for existing mental health training 
programs, to expand the types of mental health trainings that can be offered and increase 
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the capacity of the WISH Center to deliver trainings. The proposal sought to expand the 

scope of trainings to include bullying prevention and violence prevention. Examples of 
specific mental health program trainings that could be offered to school staff with 
increased state funding include Compassion Resilience, Restorative Practices and 
Bullying prevention. 

¶ 2019-21 State Budget (2019 WI Act 9) The department requested $2,580,000 GPR 
annually, beginning in FY20, to expand the scope of trainings to include additional mental 
health and school climate/safety related trainings for school staff.  

Expanding Mental Health Training Programs 

Current law restricts the use of the programĦs existing funding to the three statutorily 
enumerated program strategies. However, limiting the allowable program strategies precludes 

the department from utilizing other effective and science-based strategies to provide a more 
comprehensive approach to school mental health. 

The department has been advancing school mental health services for a number of years and 
utilizes a School Mental Health Framework that offers school guidance on how to develop a 
comprehensive approach to meeting studentsĦ mental health needs. The framework focuses on 
both the delivery of school-based services and collaboration with community mental health 
providers. 

Examples of the expanded training and supports the department is seeking include statewide and 
regional technical assistance and coaching in comprehensive school mental health promotion, 
early intervention and treatment including mental health literacy, bullying prevention, suicide 

prevention and targeted training and support to out-of-school time (OST) programs to provide 
comprehensive school mental health supports to students and staff, further aligning the day 
school to OST programming to support the whole child. 

Below are three examples of specific mental health programs that could be offered to school 
staff with increased state funding: 

Compassion Resilience: One such program, Resilience Strategies for Educators, covers the 
impact of stress, burnout, and compassion fatigue on the overall environment of the school, and 
facilitates the creation of a practical action plan to create resiliency among educators. 

Bullying Prevention: This funding would support the creation of and access to bullying 
prevention training modules to be available online for schools18.  Additional resources and 

content would be connected to the modules for school district use. With increased numbers of 

 

18 The requested funding here for mental health training  would be used to support online training for staff in 
bullying prevention and related resources to help schools respond to bullying, as opposed to supporting the creation 
of a bullying prevention curriculum, which is supported with a state bullying prevention grant administered by the 
department .  
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students engaging in online education due to the pandemic, heightened attention should be given 

to cyberbullying prevention. 

Restorative Practices: Working through Restorative Practices is a training that helps schools 
implement restorative practices, whereby students who have engaged in inappropriate behavior 
that has hurt others must face the harm they have caused to individuals and to the school 
community. When the student gains an understanding of the harm done, and learns to take 
responsibility for their actions, progress towards restoring trust with peers and educators can 
begin. 

Shifting the focus to a continuum of supports, rather than a specific program, will provide a larger 
array of mental health supports for students across all grade bands, including early childhood. 
Further, a comprehensive approach ensures students are supported throughout the entire day ģ 

from the time they begin the school day and into afterschool and other out-of-school time 
activities and programs. This will ensure equitable access to these supports for all students and 
families, including targeted support for students most at risk for serious mental health needs and 
those experiencing suicide ideation. 

Proposal 

Investing in training staff in multiple approaches through a trauma sensitive lens will improve 
implementation and sustainability and will take the burden to find training dollars for staff off 
local districts and communities. While the department possesses the necessary infrastructure to 
continue providing the trainings, additional financial support is required to scale up the programs 
to reach a larger audience of professionals who work with school age students. 

In order to implement a comprehensive approach to school mental health the department is 
requesting an additional $580,000 GPR annually to expand the types of mental health training 
available to schools, and to provide necessary training, technical assistance, and coaching to 
school staff to implement a continuum of evidence based, high quality mental health programs 
and practices. 

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request. 

 

  



DPI 2023-25 BIENNIAL BUDGET REQUEST 

70 

Appendix  

Current Law Mental Health Training Programs  

Youth Mental Health First Aid Training: the Youth Mental Health First Aid (YMHFA) approach is 
focused on assisting those who interact with students aged 12-18 daily (teachers, school 
administration, custodial staff, etc.) to help in identifying students with mental health or 
addictions challenges or crises, so students can be referred to appropriate treatment. 

¶ Over 800 individuals participated in 57 Youth Mental Health First Aid trainings in schools   
and communities throughout Wisconsin. 

¶ In addition, three Communities of Practice were held to support statewide YMHFA 
instructors providing promising practices for online instruction and infusing trauma-informed 
principles into training. 

¶ Five Training of Trainers were held to increase school capacity to provide training on Youth 
Mental Health First Aid; 70 new YMHFA trainers were certified as a result of these training 
sessions. (ESSER funded). 

Trauma Sensitive Schools: Individual Trauma Sensitive Schools (TSS) Leads from each CESA 
facilitate future TSS program support within the schools they serve: 

¶ In partnership with the DPI and CESAs, the WISH Center facilitated four CESA-led 
Community of Practice sessions and two virtual learning events for schools related to trauma 
sensitive schools practices. 254 educators attended these virtual learning events. 

¶ Fall Kickoff: Supporting Students, Staff and Ourselves with Crisis and Loss during the 
Recovery from the COVID-19 Pandemic presented by Dr. David Schonfeld. 

¶ Winter Session: Trauma Informed Communication presented by Antoine Moore from The 
School Crisis Recovery & Renewal (SCRR) Project. 

School SBIRT Evaluation Results 2021-2022 : SBIRT is a well-established, evidence-based public 
health model used to address selected health behaviors within a population. Originally designed 
for delivery within healthcare, SBIRT is readily adaptable for delivery in middle and high schools 
by members of the pupil services team. 

¶ There were 28 Wisconsin Public School Districts (14 new and 14 returning schools) 
participated in the School SBIRT (Screening Brief Intervention Referral for Treatment) 
Project. 

¶ Five virtual training sessions facilitated learning for new schools and a total of 97 
practitioners. Sixty educators trained in SBIRT attended two Boosters and 199 participants 
attended Communities of Practice sessions held to increase learning and implementation of 
the brief intervention.  

¶ In 2021-2022, 254 students received SBIRT services delivered by 67 school staff. Students 
received an average of 4 Brief Intervention sessions. Two screening tools were used to 
measure change, the GAIN-SS and the Timeline Followback Calendar, at the initial and final 
follow -up meeting with the student. Student response to the Brief Intervention showed 
statistically significant and clinically meaningful reductions in behavioral health symptoms 
and problem behavior from initial to follow-up screening. 
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DECISION ITEM 6014 ģ AODA AID 

 

228 ģ Aid for alcohol and other drug abuse programs (PR-S) 

s. 20.255 (2)(kd)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $ 1,518,600 $1,518,600 

Less Base $1,284,700 $1,284,700 

Requested Change $233,900 $233,900  

 

280 ģ Aid for alcohol and other drug abuse programs  (GPR)  

s. 20.255 (2) (fx) [NEW] 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $0 $4,520,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $0 $4,520,000 

 

Request 

The department requests increases of $233,900 PR-S in FY24 and $233,900 PR-S in FY25 to 
expand support for alcohol and other drug abuse (AODA) prevention programs in schools that 
are provided under the current law appropriation for aid for AODA programs. The department 
also requests an increase of $4,520,000 GPR beginning in FY25 to restore funding for the AODA 
program that existing under prior law, Wis. Stat. sec. 20.255 (2) (dm), Grants for alcohol and 
other drug programs. This would provide increased support to school districts to expand existing 
programs and/or implement new AODA prevention programs. 

Background 

DPI provides access to a wide range of AODA-related resources, including grants, training, 
educational materials, networking opportunities, and technical assistance. AODA prevention 
program grants provide funding for the development and expansion of district-wide, 
comprehensive, kindergarten through grade 12, AODA prevention curricula, as well as K-12 
prevention and early intervention programming as part of a coordinated school health program.  
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Prior to 2012, DPI received $4,520,000 GPR in an annual appropriation to fund AODA grants to 

LEAs under Wis. Stat. sec. 20.255 (2) (dm), Grants for alcohol and other drug programs. However, 
the funding and statutory language for this school aid appropriation was reduced and completely 
eliminated beginning in FY12 (2011-13 biennial budget). Following that loss of state support in 
2012, the department was forced to reduce grant funding and support to schools. Since then, 
state funding for school AODA prevention has remained flat, while the increase in alcohol and 
drug abuse has grown. 

Two state appropriations currently fund DPIĦs AODA programs. Both are supported with 
program revenue DPI receives from the Wisconsin Department of Justice (DOJ), which are 
derived from a portion of the  fines and forfeitures collected by DOJ.   

1. Wis. Stat. sec. 20.255 (1)(kd), AODA programs: provides $628,500 PR-S annually to DPI for 

operations (supports 4.05 FTE positions) and student mini grants. 

2. Wis. Stat. sec. 20.255 (2)(kd), Aid for AODA programs: provides $1,284,700 PR-S annually 
to DPI. The majority of these  monies are distributed to school districts as competitive 
grants, but a portion is used for training and technical support to school staff. Grant 
awards range from $15,000 to $25,000, based on the size of the district. 

For the 2021-23 AODA prevention grant competition, 52 applications were submitted, 
representing 65 school districts. The department recommended that $908,906 in grants be 
awarded to 48 of the applicants (representing 61 districts); some applications were 
recommended for full funding of their proposals, other for partial funding.  

Youth Risk Behavior Survey 

DPI administers a statewide high school survey provided by the Centers for  Disease Control 
(CDC) every other year to measure student perceptions, called the Youth Risk Behavior Survey 
(YRBS). The 2021 YRBS data will be available in the Fall of 2022; therefore, this paper relies on 
data from the report on the 2019 YRBS.  

The YRBS data from 2019 indicated that  11.4% of students took prescription pain medicine 
without a doctorĦs prescription, 19.9% of students currently used marijuana, and 29.8% of 
students currently drank alcohol.19 

The lethality of the illicit drug supply appears to have driven an exponential rise in the overdose 
death rate among U.S. teens amid the COVID-19 pandemic ģ an increase that has come without a 
parallel surge in drug use itself.20 The overdose mortality rate among U.S. adolescents 14 to 18 

years old rose by 94% between 2019 and 2020, from 2.36 deaths per 100,000 population to 4.57 

 

19 2019 Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRSB) 
https://dpi.wi.gov/sites/default/f iles/imce/sspw/pdf/YRBS_2019_Summary_Report_DPI_Web_Version.pdf 
20 Teen Overdose Deaths Have Soared, Even Though Drug Use Hasn't., U.S News and World Report, by Steven Ross 
Johnson, April 12, 2022. 

https://dpi.wi.gov/sites/default/files/imce/sspw/pdf/YRBS_2019_Summary_Report_DPI_Web_Version.pdf
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per 100,000, according to the findings of an analysis recently published in the Journal of the 

American Medical Association.21 

Fentanyl overdose deaths tripled among teensĤand surged five-fold among Black teensĤover 
the past two years, according to data from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.22 A 
February 14, 2022, article in Medical Xpress noted that users often do not know that the drugs 
they are taking contain fentanyl. The synthetic opioid is 100 times more potent than morphine 
and 50 times stronger than heroin.  

Proposal 

To address the growing need for AODA prevention resources, the department is seeking 
increased funding to support school districts in utilizing their staff and program resources to 
develop comprehensive AODA programs, encompassing both prevention and intervention 

services.  

The department requests increases of $233,900 PR-S in FY24 and $233,900 PR-S in FY25, for 
providing aid for school AODA prevention programs under the existing grant program 
administered by DPI. The proposed increases would bring the annual appropriation back up to 
$1,518,600 annually, which represents funding level as of FY09, prior to the across-the-board 
budget cuts sustained by state agencies in the 2009-11 and 2011-13 biennial budgets. 

The department also requests an increase of $4,520,000 GPR beginning in FY25 to restore 
funding for the state-funded appropriation  that existed under prior law for grants for alcohol and 
other drug abuse prevention  programs. This would provide needed increases in financial support 
to school districts to implement or expand existing alcohol and other drug prevention programs. 

For example, with increased resources, districts would be able to fund the salary of a position at 
the district level to coordinate and implement AODA prevention programming. Under this 
proposal, the department would award grants in varying amounts based on school district size 
and on the quality of the applications.  

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request.  

 
  

 

21 JAMA-JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION, Volume 327,Issue 14 Pages 1398-1400, 
Published APR 12, 2022. 
22 Teenage fentanyl deaths are soaring, and Black teens are hit hardest, Harvard T.H. Chan Public School of Health 
2022. 

https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jama/fullarticle/10.1001/jama.2022.2847?guestAccessKey=0ad128b6-7d7c-4319-bbeb-51e13d9c4f12&utm_source=For_The_Media&utm_medium=referral&utm_campaign=ftm_links&utm_content=tfl&utm_term=041222
https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jama/fullarticle/10.1001/jama.2022.2847?guestAccessKey=0ad128b6-7d7c-4319-bbeb-51e13d9c4f12&utm_source=For_The_Media&utm_medium=referral&utm_campaign=ftm_links&utm_content=tfl&utm_term=041222
https://www.hsph.harvard.edu/news/multitaxo/topic/child-health/
https://www.hsph.harvard.edu/news/multitaxo/topic/opioids/
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STRONG FOUNDATIONS OF LEARNING 

 

DECISION ITEM 6020 ģ EARLY LITERACY AND READING IMPROVEMENT 

 

137 ģ Early literacy and reading improvement 

s. 20.255 (1)(er) [NEW] 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $9,195,000 $9,195,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $9,195,000 $9,195,000 

 

261 ģ Early literacy and reading improvement 

s. 20.255 (2)(er) [NEW] 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $805,000 $805,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $805,000 $805,000 

 

Request 

The department requests $10,000,000 GPR in FY24 and $10,000,000 GPR in FY25 in a new 
appropriation to improve reading outcomes for Wisconsin students. Under the departmentĦs 
two -pronged approach, one effort will focus on evidence-based literacy instructional practices 
for students in 5K through grade 12 and the other effort will focus on early reading instructional 
transitions from 4K to 5K to grade one. 

Background 

Literacy skills and reading are fundamental both to academic success and the ability to be a 
productive citizen. Literacy and reading involve much more than a focus on reading foundational 
skills. Literacy development is complex and educators need more professional learning and 
support in order to achieve successful outcomes for each student. The department  has invested 
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time and resources into creating freely available tools and supports to improve early literacy 

outcomes for students.  

Department staff indicate that there is anecdotal evidence that educators in the field are not 
aware of the departmentĦs available resources. Without immediate support and ongoing support,  
educators may not be able to incorporate evidence and research into their instructional 
practices. The department has limited state funding and resources to support schools in the area 
of reading. Therefore, a budget request is necessary to address reading outcomes in Wisconsin.  

This paper provides information on the research surrounding literacy and reading instruction, as 
well as an overview of existing programs and current efforts to promote evidence- and research-
informed reading instruction practices from Wisconsin and from other states. It also describes 
the systematic and structural challenges educators face in implementing effective reading 

instruction. The departmentĦs budget request is based on a proposal to implement systematic 
training and coaching for educators that is designed to improve reading outcomes for 
WisconsinĦs students.  

Data and Research Findings  

Even prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, the number and percentage of Wisconsin students at the 
proficient or advanced levels of the English Language Arts (ELA)  Forward Exam was steadily 
declining, from 44.4 percent in 2016-2017 to 40.9 percent in 2018-2019. This means that prior 
to the pandemic, approximately 60 percent of Wisconsin students were not testing at the 
proficient level in ELA, as measured by our state summative assessment.   

When disaggregated by student subgroup, the data show race-based disproportionalities that 

can be described as extreme. Wisconsin continues to have the largest race-based student 
achievement gap in the nation in ELA as measured by state summative assessments. Wisconsin 
has 246 schools identified for improvement under the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA, as 
reauthorized in 2015)23 in 60 local educational agencies (LEAs). These schools are identified, in 
part, due to disproportionate student subgroup achievement in ELA as identified by the state 
summative assessment.  

National data shows that educators modify standards-aligned curriculum to make it easier for 
students to achieve in classroom instruction. In ELA, common modifications are engaging 
students with easier text, shorter reading passages, and fewer analytical writing opportunities. 
At the same time, data also shows that when educators engage students in grade-level 
curriculum and have on-going coaching on implementing that curriculum, achievement gaps 

close. See the departmentĦs research brief on this topic. Data collected by the department  shows 
that approximatel y 30 percent of Wisconsin students have access to verifiably standards-aligned 
curriculum in ELA. 

 

 

23 Originally enacted as the Elementary and Secondary School Act (ESEA) of 1965.  

https://dpi.wi.gov/sites/default/files/imce/impl/IMPL_research_March_2019.pdf
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External Partners  

Each Cooperative Educational Service Agency (CESA) has at least one staff member who 
supports regional literacy work. Each CESA has the independent authority to determine the 
focus of this work without any input from the department . In 2011, the Wisconsin Response to 
Intervention (RtI) Center developed a series to train cohorts of LEA teams in evidence-based, K-
12 reading instructional practices, in collaboration with literacy consultants in the department. 
The last time the Wisconsin RtI Center facilitated this training was for a single, small cohort of 
LEAs located in the CESA 10 geographic area, in winter of 2020.  

Early Childhood and Reading 

WisconsinĦs Model Early Learning Standards (WMELS) are for children from birth through first 
grade; these are developmental competencies that include early literacy competencies such as 

recognizing letter names and sounds and rhyming. WisconsinĦs Academic Standards for ELA are 
for children in 5K through grade 12; these are end of year academic goals that also include early 
literacy goals such as recognizing letter names and sounds and rhyming.  

The goals in these two sets of standards are not in alignment. LEAs make individual choices about 
which set of standards they use to inform their curriculum, which sometimes leads to 
redundancies and/or gaps in early literacy instruction from 4K to 5K to grade 1.  

In 2012 in response to the above issue, the departmentĦs literacy consultants worked with 
external early childhood partners who provided WMELS training to develop a process and a 
training designed to support LEAs in planning for and implementing a curriculum that identified 
and addressed these redundancies and/or gaps in early literacy instruction, to improve transition 

from 4K to 5K to grade 1. This training, titled Planning for Early Literacy Success, was then 
handed over to WMELS trainers. There is no available data on the last time this training was 
offered. 

Support for Federally Identified Schools  

One previously proposed component of a joint Title I and Special Education funded system of 
support for federally identified schools included contracting with individuals to be trained on 
evidence-based early reading instructional practices, identifying those instructional practices in 
a practice profile for educators, and supporting implementation of those instructional practices 
in a subset of federally identified schools, to collect data on successes and challenges. The 
intention was to use the data to inform an effort to scale up the model to other federally 

identified schools and/or statewide. This proposal is currently on pause.  

Existing Department Resources  

Foundational Reading Skills Tool and webinars. This self-assessment tool allows educators and 
leaders to identify which reading foundational skills are being addressed in their instruction and 
which may need attention. Besides the self-assessment tool, this online module includes a 
webinar series with Wisconsin classroom footage of reading foundational skills instruction and 
descriptions of how to assess reading foundational skills in developmentally appropriate ways. 
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The department used CARES Act funding to incentivize CESAs to offer professional 

development and coaching on these resources to their local LEAs. All CESAs met the minimum 
requirements to receive funding but the majority have not scheduled additional professional 
development or training on these resources without the dollar incentive.  

Reading-Focused Lesson Plan Study. This template and process has been designed as a next step 
to the Foundational Reading Skills Tool and webinar series. It is a tool to support educators in 
ensuring their foundational skills instruction results in all students being able to independently 
apply the targeted skills in reading and writing. It is being piloted this school year in seven LEAs, 
with data being collected to inform the scale up the use of this tool to schools statewide.  

Evidence and research informed grade-level instructional practice guides. These guides identify 
and describe grade-level instructional practices that will lead to proficiency in 5K through 12 

grade-level standards. Most of these instructional practices are based on tier I, II, III, or IV of 
evidence (federally defined).   

High-Quality, Standards-Aligned Instructional Materials . Beginning in 2018, the department 
received grants from several funders ģ the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), the 
Aspen Institute, Education First, and the WK Kellogg Foundation ģ to support the departmentĦs 
work in offering professional learning opportunities (at no cost to LEAs) and subgrant 
opportunities to incentivize LEAs in selecting, adopting, and implementing high-quality, 
standards-aligned instructional materials. The basic theory of action is that if students are not 
being engaged with verifiably standards-aligned curriculum, they will not be able to achieve on a 
standards-based summative assessment. At the same time, educators need to be engaged with 
professional learning focused on how to implement those standards-aligned instructional 

materials. Preliminary ESSER III data shows that many LEAs are using ESSER III funds to 
purchase standards-aligned curriculum.  

Models From Other Stat es 

Other states have also engaged in various activities to improve literacy outcomes for all students 
by creating a formal statewide literacy plan to align SEA funds and resources to address literacy 
outcomes for all students. For example, the state of Mississippi provided coaches who had all 
received a specific reading training to schools. Under the Wisconsin legislative Joint Committee 
on FinanceĦs Motion 57 (ESSER III funding), the department  offers LEAs a grant for this same 
training, but does not provide coaches to support implementation and application of the training 
to instructional practice. The state of Michigan created online learning on research-based 
instructional practices and invested in regional network improvement communities to coach 

educators at a regional level on these practices. Finally, several states24 are formal members of 
CCSSOĦs Instructional Materials and Professional Development cohort to pull policy levers to 
increase the selection, adoption, and implementation of high-quality, standards-aligned 
instructional materials in ELA and math. Wisconsin was a member of this cohort until 2021.  

 

24 Arizona, Arkansas, Delaware, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Mississippi, Nebraska, New Mexico, Ohio, 
Rhode Island, Tennessee, and Texas.  
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Proposal 

The departmentĦs proposal for improving reading outcomes are built around the concept of a 
Reading Center that would provide training to facilitate reading-focused, school improvement 
plan implementation, utilizing both evidence-based improvement strategies and ensuring 
attention to systems and structures. Services would be made available to schools statewide by 
allocating resources across the state (e.g., by CESA region) and also provide support directly to 
the stateĦs five largest urban school districts (Milwaukee, Madison, Green Bay, Kenosha, and 
Racine). 

The proposal represents a two-pronged effort to improve reading outcomes for Wisconsin 
students: one effort focusing on evidence-based literacy instructional practices for students in 
5K through grade 12 and the other effort focusing on early reading instructional transitions from 

4K to 5K to grade one.  

Evidence-Based Literacy Instructional Practices 

The first focus area is evidence-based literacy instructional practices. In this focus area, the goal 
is to provide funding to support installation and implementation of evidence-based literacy 
instructional practices in Wisconsin classrooms to achieve the outcome of increased reading 
proficiency among all Wisconsin students as measured by our state summative assessment. In 
this focus area, the department would contract with individuals who possess literacy knowledge, 
expertise, and K-12 instructional experience. These subcontractors would serve as regional 
coaches, working directly with LEA instructional staff.  

Department content experts would provide training to these coaches to ensure that they are 

versed in and know how to identify evidence-based literacy instructional practices, including but 
not limited to , explicit and systematic reading foundational skills instruction. Then LEAs would 
opt into working with a coach and would receive a stipend that could be used for instructional 
resources, stipends to teachers for their involvement, or to cover the cost of substitutes that may 
be needed for teachers to receive necessary training.  

Each LEA and their coach would identify a desired literacy outcome for a specific grade-level and 
literacy area based on local data and needs (e.g., 5K through grade 2 early reading foundational 
skills, grades 6 through 8 reading comprehension). The coach would provide on-going training 
and implementation support on evidence-based literacy instructional practices throughout the 
school year aligned to the desired literacy outcome of the LEA.  

Coaches would also attend a department facilitated mid-year training to receive any updated 
information and resources on evidence-based literacy practices, as well as to share successes and 
address challenges. Coaches would be required to provide data to the department on the specific 
literacy outcomes they are supporting, the evidence-based literacy instructional practices being 
implemented, and data showing progress towards achieving desired local literacy outcomes.  
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Early Reading Instructional Transitions 

The second focus area is early reading instructional transitions from 4K to 5K to grade one. In 
this focus area, the goal is to provide funding for regional face-to-face trainings for LEA teams of 
4K, 5K, and grade one teachers. The regional trainings would provide an avenue for the LEA 
Teams to convene and analyze their early reading instructional goals and curriculum so that they 
can: 1) identify overlaps and/or gaps from one grade-level to the next; and 2) create local, 
standards-aligned, and developmentally appropriate reading outcomes for 4K, 5K, and grade 
one, to ensure coherence in early reading instruction.  

The intended outcome is to increase reading proficiency rates of all students as measured by the 
state summative assessment. In this focus area, the department would contract with individuals 
with early literacy expertise, knowledge, and experience. Department content experts would 

train these subcontractors to facilitate regional trainings focused on early reading instructional 
coherence (as described above). Facilitators would be required to provide data to the 
department pertaining to training participants.  

This funding proposal allows for greater numbers of regional coaches/trainers in more densely 
populated areas, as well as specifically to work directly with WisconsinĦs five largest urban 
districts  (the ĨBig Fiveĩ). The projected costs of the proposed initiative are detailed below.  

 

Summary of Costs  

Evidence-Based Literacy Instructional Practices 

1. Regional Coaches/Trainers: the department would contract with individuals who possess 
literacy knowledge, expertise, and K-12 instructional experience. These subcontractors 
would serve as regional coaches, working directly with LEA instructional staff:  

28 regional coaches/trainers x $125,000 = $3,500,000 

2. Training for Regional Coaches/Trainers: to ensure that they are versed in and know how 
to identify evidence-based literacy instructional practices, including but not limited to, 
explicit and systematic reading foundational skills instruction :  

28 regional coaches/trainers x 2 sessions x $6,000 = $336,000 

3. Stipends for LEAs: LEAs would opt in to working with a coach and would receive a stipend 

that could be used for instructional resources, stipends to teachers for their involvement, 
or to cover the cost of substitutes that may be needed for teachers to receive necessary 
training.  

115 LEAs x $7,000 = $805,000 [5 largest urban districts + 110 LEAs] 
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Early Reading Instructional Transitions 

1. Regional Coaches/Trainers: the department would contract with individuals with early 
literacy expertise, knowledge, and experience. These subcontractors would serve as 
regional coaches, working directly with LEA instructional staff:  

28 regional coaches/trainers x $125,000 = $3,500,000 

2. Department content experts would train these subcontractors to facilitate regional 
trainings focused on early reading instructional coherence. Facilitators would be required 
to provide data to the department pertaining to training participants.  

28 regional coaches/trainers x 2 sessions x $6,000 = $336,000 

3. LEA Trainings: regional face-to-face trainings for LEA teams of 4K, 5K, and grade one 
teachers. The regional trainings would provide an avenue for the LEA Teams to convene 
and analyze their early reading instructional goals and curriculum so that they can: 1) 
identify overlaps and/or gaps from one grade-level to the next; and 2) create local, 
standards-aligned, and developmentally appropriate reading outcomes for 4K, 5K, and 
grade one, to ensure coherence in early reading instruction.  

115 LEAs x $6,000 = $1,380,000 [5 largest urban districts + 110 LEAs] 

 

Table 1. Early Literacy and Reading Improvement Proposal ģ Projected Costs (Annual) 

 Regional 

Coaches/Trainers 

(contracts) 

Regional 

Coaches/Trainers - 

Face-to-FaceTrainings

LEA - Stipends

A. Reading-Focused School Improvement Plan 

Implementation: Individuals will receive training 

from DPI to facilitate reading-focused school 

improvement plan implementation utilizing both 

evidence-based improvement strategies and 

attention to systems and structures.  

 1 for each CESA region 

+ 1 for each Big Five 

district plus 1 to 3 

additional for larger 

LEAs (>40, >80k, 

>120k)* [total 28] 

2 sessions annually for 

each Regional 

Coach/Trainer 

($6,000/training)

115 LEAs [Big Five + 

110] x $7,000/LEA

 $                              3,500,000 336,000$                                   805,000$                                   

4,641,000$                              

 Regional 

Coaches/Trainers 

(contracts) 

Regional 

Coaches/Trainers - 

Face-to-FaceTrainings

LEA - Face to Face 

Trainings

B. Reading-Focused Early Childhood Transition: 

Individuals will receive training from DPI to facilitate 

training focused on developing local plans for 

supporting the transition from 4K to 5K to grade 1 

specific to reading with attention to building 

sustainable systems and structures.

 1 for each CESA region 

+ 1 for each Big Five 

district plus 1 to 3 

additional for larger 

LEAs (>40, >80k, 

>120k)* [total 28] 

2 sessions annually for 

each Regional 

Coach/Trainer 

($6,000/training)

115 LEAs [Big Five + 

110] x 2 sessions

 $                              3,500,000 336,000$                                   1,380,000$                              

5,216,000$                              

Total for Regional Coaches/Trainers, Training Sessions, and LEA Stipends 9,857,000$                              

Retain for operations** 143,000$                                   

TOTAL 10,000,000$                           

Subtotal

Subtotal



DPI 2023-25 BIENNIAL BUDGET REQUEST 

82 

*Additional contracts for Regional Coaches/Trainers based on enrollments: 6 CESA regions with at least 40,000 
students, 3 CESA regions with at least 80,000 students, and 2 CESA regions with at least 120,000 student (net of 
student enrollments in the five largest districts in the state - the Big Five). $125,000 per contract. 

**The department woud retain a portion of the funding to support the coordination and oversight contracts for the 
regional coaches/trainers and training sessions (agency operations). 

 

The department requests $10,000,000 GPR in FY24 and $10,000,000 GPR in FY25 for the 
proposed early literacy and reading improvement initiative.  

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request.  
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DECISION ITEM 6021 ģ BILINGUAL-BICULTURAL AID  

 

207 ģ Bilingual-bicultural education aids 

s. 20.255 (2) (cc) 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $16,788,800 $22,742,900 

Less Base $8,589,800 $8,589,800 

Requested Change $8,199,000 $14, 153,100 

 

Request  

The department requests an increase of $8,199,000, GPR in FY24 and $14,153,100 in FY25 to 
increase the state reimbursement rate for Bilingual-Bicultural (BLBC) education programs, from 
7.9 percent under current law, to 15 percent in FY24 and to 20 percent in FY25.  In future 
biennia, the department requests the reimbursement rate be increased by 5% annually until 
reimbursement rate for allowable expenses reaches of 50 percent [statutory language change].  

Background 

The BLBC program provides reimbursement to school districts for prior year expenditures on 

BLBC programming. State law, under Wis. Stat. sec. 115.97 (2), recognizes the stateĦs obligation 
to serve all English learner pupils (ELs), but the state does not provide additional aid on behalf of 
all EL pupils. While all school districts must provide services to the districtĦs EL pupil population, 
only those districts that meet all of the BLBC programĦs statutory criteria (concentration of EL 
pupils, appropriate educator certifications) are eligible for BLBC state aid.  

Under current law, the state requires school districts to establish a BLBC program if there are 
enough EL pupils enrolled in the district to reach specified concentrations of EL pupils from the 
same language group within an individual school in the district.  

¶ 10 or more pupils in grades K-3; 

¶ 20 or more pupils in grades 4-8; and 

¶ 20 or more pupils in grades 9-12. 

Under current law, $8,589,800 GPR is provided annually in the appropriation under Wis. Stat. 
sec. 20.255 (2)(cc), Bilingual-bicultural education aids, for aid payments to school districts, to 
offset the costs of providing BLBC programming for ELs.  
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The appropriation includes a set-aside of $250,000 for districts whose EL population comprises 

15 percent or more its total pupil population. Typically, about 10 districts receive funding from 
this set-aside each year. The remaining $8,339,800 is distributed to districts on the basis of prior 
year expenditures on the districtĦs BLBC programs (i.e., claims reimbursement model). 

School districts that are required to offer BLBC programs must notify parents of eligible students 
and obtain consent before placing the student in a program. Programs are required to use a 
certified bilingual teacher; however, if one is not available, districts may employ a certified 
English as a Second Language (ESL) teacher and a bilingual aide, with the permission of the state 
superintendent. This exception does not apply to BLBC programs serving Spanish-speaking ELs 
in a BLBC program. Table 1, below, shows the number of ELs and districts, and those served in 
the BLBC program during FY21.   

Table 1. BLBC Program Statistics, 2020-21 School Year 

Number of EL students identified 49,528 

Number of EL students served in state reimbursed programs 27,129 

Number of districts receiving aid 50 

Average approved aidable cost/EL $3,906 

Average state reimbursement/EL $307  

Percent of eligible expenditures reimbursed* 7.9% 

Number of state reimbursed programs 50 

*The 7.9 percent reimbursement rate is for school districts that do not receive set-aside funding. The formula for 
determining the reimbursement rate is: ($8,589,800-$250,000) / $103,139,073. 

 

Districts with State Reimbursed BLBC Programs: Abbotsford, Appleton, Baraboo, Barron, Beloit, 
Burlington, Clinton, DC Everest, Darlington, Delavan-Darien, Eau Claire, Edgerton, Elk Mound, 
Elkhorn, Fond du Lac, Franklin, Green Bay, Holmen, Howard-Suamico, Janesville, Kenosha, 
Kewaunee, La Crosse, Lake Geneva J1, Lake Geneva-Genoa City UHS, Luxemburg-Casco, 

Madison, Manitowoc, Marshall, Menasha, Menomonie, Middleton-Cross Plains, Milwaukee, New 
London, Onalaska, Oregon, Oshkosh, Racine, Reedsburg, Rice Lake, Sauk Prairie, Sheboygan, 
Stevens Point, Verona, Walworth J1, Waterloo, Waukesha, Wausau, Wautoma, Whitewater, 
Wisconsin Dells, and Wisconsin Rapids. 

Districts receiving set-aside (EL enrollments of at least 15% of their student enrollment receive a 
percentage of the set-aside of $250,000): Abbotsford, Beloit, Darl ington, Delavan-Darien, Green 

Bay, Madison, Sheboygan, Walworth, and Waterloo. 

Allowable Costs and State Aid 

In 2021-22, the combined allowable costs  of districts required to establish a BLBC program 
reported total aidable costs of $105,978,069. Subtracting the $250,000 set-aside from the 
$8,589,900 appropriation resulted in a 7.7 percent reimbursement rate to all aided districts 
except those receiving set-aside funds.  
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While state support for BLBC has been remained flat since 2011-12, the total reimbursable costs 

have continued to grow, further driving down the reimbursement rates for eligible districts.  
Funding history is shown in Appendix A of this paper. 

The appropriation for BLBC aid has been flat funded since FY12. As demonstrated in the figure 
below, because aidable expenditures for BLBC education programs have increased most years, 
the reimbursement rate for eligible expenditures has generally decreased over time, from 32.2 
percent in FY95 to 8.1 percent in FY20.  

 

Figure 1. BLBC Aidable Expenditures and Reimbursement Rate (FY94 ģ FY25) 

 

*Projections. 

 

Projecting future growth in aidable expenditures under the BLBC program is complicated by 
variability in aidable costs over the years. Additionally, the COVID pandemic clearly impacted 
enrollments in public schools, particularly in the Fall 2020, when total enrollments decreased by 
approximately 3 percent (compared to Fall 2019); enrollments did not resume to pre-pandemic 

levels in Fall 2021. However, based on the change from FY21 to FY22 (2.10 percent) and the 
average rate of change over the past four years (2.05 percent), this paper assumes annual growth 
of two percent each year, as shown in Table 2. If the appropriation does not increase, the 
projected reimbursement rates in FY23, FY24, and FY25 will continue to diminish, to 7.7, 7.6, and 
7.4 percent (respectively).   
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Table 2. Projected Aidable Costs and Aid Proration 

Fiscal Year State BLBC Aid 
Appropriation  

Percent Change 
from Prior Year 

(BLBC Aid 
Appropriation)  

Total Eligible 
Aidable Costs 

(Prior Year 
Expenditures)  

Percent Change 
from Prior Year 
(Total Eligible 
Aidable Costs) 

Proration of 
BLBC Aid 

(Appropriation 
less $250,000* 
/ Aidable Costs) 

2022-23 (est) $8,589,800 0.0% $108,097,630 2.0% 7.7% 

2023-24 (est) $8,589,800 0.0% $110,259,583 2.0% 7.6% 

2024-25 (est) $8,589,800 0.0% $112,464,775 2.0% 7.4% 

 

Proposal 

State funding to support ELs and bilingual education in WisconsinĦs school districts is simply 
insufficient.  The department requests additional funding to increase the BLBC reimbursement 
rate to 15 percent in FY 24 and to 20 percent in FY25. See the table below for estimated costs of 
raising the reimbursement rate to those levels.  

Table 3. Estimated Cost of Raising BLBC Aid Reimbursement Rate 

Fiscal 
Year 

Eligible Costs 
(projected)  

Reimburse-
ment Rate 

Aid Eligibility  Set Aside Total Aid 
Eligibility  

Increase to 
FY23 Base 

2023-24 $110,259,583  15% $16,538,900  $250,000  $16,788,900   $8,199,000  

2024-25 $112,464,775  20% $22,493,000  $250,000  $22,743,000   $14,153,100  

     Biennial Total:  $22,352,100 

 

Additionally, the department proposes to create a new categorical aid program to support ELs in 
school districts and ICS throughout the state ģ see the departmentĦs request under DIN 6022.  

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request. 
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DECISION ITEM 6022 ģ AID FOR ENGLISH LANGUAGE ACQUISITION  

 

263 ģ Aid for English language acquisition 

s. 20.255 (2)(ca) [NEW] 

 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $17,402,200 $17,402,200 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $17,402,200 $17,402,200 

 

Request  

The department requests $17,402,200 GPR in FY24 and $17,402,200 GPR in FY25 to create a 
new categorical aid program to support English Learner pupils (ELs) in school districts and 
independent charter schools across the state. The new program would provide base funding to 
each school district and independent charter school serving at least one and up to 20 ELs, plus an 
incremental amount for or each additional EL above 20.   

Background 

The Bilingual-Bicultural (BLBC) aid program provides reimbursement to school districts for prior 
year expenditures on BLBC programming. State law, under Wis. Stat. sec. 115.97 (2), recognizes 
the stateĦs obligation to serve all EL pupils, but the state does not provide additional aid on behalf 
of all EL pupils. For more information on the current law BLBC Aid program, see DIN 6021.  

While state law recognizes the stateĦs obligation to serve all Els, the existing funding is 
inadequate, leaving too many districts without the necessary resources to fully support their EL 
pupils. The current law mechanism for providing state aid for BLBC programs does not provide 
any state support specifically for ELs attending a school that does not have a statutorily required 
BLBC program, because eligibility for BLBC aid is conditioned on the requirement to offer a 
BLBC programs ģ which itself is conditioned on specific levels of EL pupils by grade bands. 

EL pupils are enrolled in the majority of school districts (362 of 421 in the 2020-21 school year) 
throughout the state; however, most of these school districts lack the concentration of EL pupils 
at the level that triggers the requirement to establish a formal BLBC program for which the 
school district would receive aid ģ thus they receive no state aid specifically for supporting the 
ELs they serve.  

In the 2020-21 school year, 312 school districts served 22,399 ELs but did not qualify BLBC aid. 
The five-year average (FY17-FY21) enrollment of ELs in aided and non-aided districts is 27,730 
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and 22,826  (respectively), representing 54.8 percent and 45.2 percent (respectively) of the total 

number of ELs enrolled statewide, as reported by school districts. The number of aided and non-
aided ELs in school districts throughout the state is shown in the table in Appendix A, as well as 
the map in Appendix B. 

While Independent Charter Schools (ICS) ģ which are public schools ģ also enroll ELs, they are 
not eligible for state BLBC aid (though, they are also not required to provide BLBC 
programming). As demonstrated in the table below, the number and proportion of ELs enrolled in 
ICS has been increasing over time. 

Table 1. Number of EL Students in Independent Charter Schools* 

School 
Year 

Total ICS ICS with 
enrolled 

ELs 

ELs enrolled 
in ICS* 

Total ICS 
Enrollment  

Percent ELs 
enrolled in 

ICS 
2013-14 21 11                     370                  8,412  4.4% 
2014-15 21 11                     576                  8,839  6.5% 
2015-16** 24 14                     619                  9,337  6.6% 
2016-17 20 13                     620                  7,900  7.8% 
2017-18 21 12                     685                  8,185  8.4% 
2018-19 23 15                     913                  8,877  10.3% 
2019-20 22 13                 1,140                  9,126  12.5% 
2020-21 23 12                 1,069                  9,257  11.5% 
2021-22 29 18                 1,185               10,672  11.1% 

*Third Friday of September counts. 

**2015-16 school year: data in WISEdash lists three schools that are part of Seeds of Health as three separate LEA 
codes; all other years, the three ICS are included in the Seeds of Health LEA code.  

 

Proposal 

State funding to support ELs educated in WisconsinĦs school districts is simply insufficient. The 
fact that dedicated state support is not provided for nearly half of the ELs enrolled in public 
schools throughout the state is a severe shortcoming of the current law BLBC aid program 
structure. The very low and continually declining level of state reimbursement to those districts 
with a required BLBC program is a significant concern. Under current law, Independent Charter 
Schools do not receive state aid for the ELs enrolled and served in their schools.   

Therefore, in addition to the departmentĦs requests for additional funding to increase the BLBC 

reimbursement rate to 15% in FY 24 and to 20% in FY25 (under DIN 6021), the department also 
proposes to create a new categorical aid program to support ELs statewide that would: 

¶ Establish a funding floor of $10,000 for each school district and independent charter 
school serving at least one and up to 20 ELs, and $500 for each additional EL student 
above 20 in the district.  

¶ Provide state aid to the Independent Charter Schools under Wis. Stat. Sec. 118.40 (2r) and 
(2x) for ELs served by the schools.  
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The funding floor will benefit smaller districts serving few ELs, in particular benefiting rural 

school districts, as seen on the map in Appendix B. The department proposes that the new aid 
program be named ĨAid for English language acquisitionĩ. This proposal ensures that every EL 
student in a public school is backed by state dollars, unlike the current law BLBC program. The 
table below shows the projected GPR required to fully fund the departmentĦs proposal.  

Table 2. Proposed New Aid Formula ģ Cost Projections for FY24 and FY25* 

  FY24 FY25 

Funding for Districts with 1 -20 EL Students $10,000 $10,000 

Funding Per Each Additional Student $500 $500 

Estimated formula payments $17,402,200 $17,402,200 

Less: Base Funding $0 $0 

GPR Request $17,402,200 $17,402,200 

* The data used for this cost estimate is based on 2021-22 certified data from DPIĦs WISEdash data portal (static 
enrollment figures). 

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request. 
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Appendix A  

English Learner Pupils, Aided and Non-Aided Districts (FY02 ģ FY21)* 

School Year Number of 
Districts 

Reporting 
EL Pupils 

Number of 
EL Pupils 
reported  

Number 
of Aided 
Districts  

Number of EL 
Pupils Served 

in BLBC 
Program 

Number of 
Non-Aided 
Districts  

Balance of EL 
Students25 

2001-02 199 32,588 45 22,016 154 10,572 

2002-03 211 34,199 43 22,136 168 12,063 

2003-04 247 35,602 49 22,311 189 13,291 

2004-05 267 39,255 49 24,672 218 14,583 

2005-06 183 33,40226 51 25,081 132 8,321 

2006-07 289 40,752 52 26,331 237 14,421 

2007-08 328 45,651 54 27,031 274 18,620 

2008-09 358 51,772 56 27,663 302 24,109 

2009-10 361 52,100 55 26,954 306 25,146 

2010-11 352 51,944 58 28,086 294 23,858 

2011-12 354 41,727 59 27,220 295 24,507 

2012-13 355 50,052 52 26,426 303 23,626 

2013-1427 351 49,560 51 23,716 300 25,844 

2014-15 356 49,309 50 24,998 306 24,311 

2015-16 355 47,042 51 25,692 304 21,350 

2016-17 357 47,277 52 26,707 305 20,570 

2017-18 361 52,446 53 27,961 308 24,485 

2018-19 365 51,825 53 27,532 312 24,293 

2019-20 361 51,706 53 29,321 308 22,385 

2020-21 362 49,528 50 27,129 312 22,399 

2021-22 N/A  N/A  51 N/A  N/A  N/A  

*Source: data reported by school districts to DPI (Teaching and Learning Team) to fulfill the statutory reporting 
requirements under Wis. Stat. sec. 115.96 (1), ĨCount of Limited-English Proficient Pupilsĩ.  

 

 

 

  

 

25 Data regarding the types of services received, if any, are not collected for Ĩnon-eligibleĩ limited English proficient 
(LEP) students; most of these students are being served in second language acquisition programs. 
26 This count appears low because it does not include most EL migrant students or ELs in PK.   
27 Beginning with the March 2011 census, data sources differ from previous years and numbers for PK students 
identified as ELs are again included. The change has caused an apparent drop in the number of ELs, though that drop 
is more than likely due to the change in data sources. 
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Appendix B 

Map of English Learners by District, 2021 -22 School Year* 

*Source: DPI, WISEdash data portal, 2021-22 certified data. 
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DECISION ITEM 6023 ģ SEAL OF BILITERACY 

 

139 ģ Seal of biliteracy 

s. 20.255 (1)(fc) [NEW] 

 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $26,500 $284,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $26,500 $284,000 

          

Request 

The department requests $26,500 GPR in FY24 and $284,000 GPR in FY25 to formalize the 
process of earning the Wisconsin Seal of Biliteracy and to allow a greater number of students to 
earn the Seal.  

Background 

The Wisconsin Seal of Biliteracy (WSB) is awarded to graduating high school students who have 
demonstrated advanced achievement in in bilingualism, biliteracy, and sociocultural competence 

in two or more languages. The WSB is available to students enrolled in school districts with a 
Department of Public Instruction  (DPI)-approved program.  

A student who meets WSB completion criteria is eligible for a Seal of Biliteracy certificate from 
the State Superintendent of Public Instruction. Coordinators in schools with DPI-approved WSB 
programs can generate a digital certificate for student distribution by accessing the Seal of 
Biliteracy state-certified Credentials  application through  WISEhome. DPI awarded Seals of 
Biliteracy to 292 graduating students in the class of 2022. 

Table 1: Seal of Biliteracy Awarded in Wisconsin 

Year of 
Implementation  

Number of 
Seals 

Awarded  

Number of 
Languages 

Number of 
Districts with 

Recipients 
2020-2021 186 10 8  
2021-2022 292 17 14  

 

There are 49 states that  provide a Seal of Biliteracy (South Dakota does not). Wisconsin is the 
only state that  requires districts to apply to DPI to implement the program. In other states, 
students may qualify through assessment without formal district pathways or programs.  

https://dpi.wi.gov/wise/wisehome-info
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Current Participation  

In the 2021-22 school year, 14 Wisconsin school districts were approved by DPI to issue the 
WSB: Abbotsford, Arcadia, Beloit, Deforest, Green Bay, La Crosse, Madison, Menasha Joint, 
Middleton -Cross Plains, Milwaukee Public Schools, Nicolet, Sheboygan Falls, Verona, and 
Waukesha. Students in all other school districts are not able to access the WSB certification.  

Prior to 2019 -20, school districts could establish a DPI-approved WSB program only if they 
offered a K-12 Dual Language Immersion (DLI) program or bilingual education. However, the 
department recently modified requirement s so as to eliminate this requirement as a condition of 
receiving DPI approval for their WSB program. This change was made to remove barriers to 
accessing this pre-college credential for all language learners within a diversity of language 
program models.  

DPI program staff indicate that the changes in DPIĦs program approval requirements (see point 
above), and growing awareness of the Seal of Biliteracy generally, are likely to encourage 
participation by school districts and increase student interest in earning a WSB certificate.  

Beginning with the 2020-21 academic year, Seal of Biliteracy data is being collected within the 
state-certified credential skill application in WISEdata alongside Career and Technical Education 
(CTE) pre-college credentials. This credential has yet to be recognized as an industry recognized 
credential and reported as such on school report cards.   

The department supports formaliz ing the WSB process and expanding access so that more 
students are able to earn the WSB. A longer-term goal would be to obtain official recognition of 
the WSB by the Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development (DWD) as a state certified 

credential, which would facilitate data collection and reporting. Additionally, formalization as a 
state certified credential  would ensure inclusion of the WSB as an industry recognized credential 
for purposes of the stateĦs CTE incentive grant and CTE completer grant programs. This would 
add value to the WSB and likely encourage development of programs preparing graduates with 
bilingual skills for the workplace and in their communities. One eventual policy outcome might 
include creating a state policy to award proficiency-based high school and/or college credit for 
language and literacy skills.   

Benefits of Expanding Access  

As noted previously, Wisconsin is the only state that requires districts to apply to the state 
education agency (DPI) to implement the program. In other states, students may qualify through 

assessment without formal district pathways or programs. That requirement limits student 
access to this credential in Wisconsin.  

Wisconsin students would benefit from improved access to the WSB credential. Just as the 
attainment of second language proficiency by native English speakers learning Chinese, Spanish, 
French and German is celebrated by students, schools, and DPI, Wisconsin must also recognize 
the achievement of students acquiring proficiency in English alongside fluency in the language 
they speak at home. These students are truly bilingual.  
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In the 2021-22 school year, just four of the nine school districts that are currently eligible for 

concentrated BLBC aid (those with 15 percent or greater EL populations) are participating in the 
WSB program. This would seem to reflect a perspective that the WSB is a credential designed 
expressly for students whose home language is English and who attain proficiency in a different 
language. Those students whose home language is not English and who attain proficiency in 
English ģ who are truly bilingual ģ do not currently have access to the WSB as a credential.   

One of the barriers to expanding the presence of DPI-approved WSB programs is that schools 
need to be able to administer the appropriate assessments for students in order to award the 
WSB credential. The costs of these assessments would be an additional cost to a school district 
(they are not part of the required state and federal assessments administered to students and 
which are paid for with state and federal funding). Additionally, educators need to be familiar 
with how to administer the assessment tools that are used to assess a studentĦs level of 

profici ency in languages, which will require training and technical assistance.  

Currently, the state does not dedicate resources specifically for supporting the costs to local 
educational agencies (LEAs) of pupil formative assessments and proficiency testing in languages 
other than English ģ nor are state resources dedicated to training educators in how to assess 
proficiency in languages other than English. 

 

Proposal 

State funding would enable LEAs to provide greater access to formative assessments and 
proficiency testing in languages other than English, through which a student could demonstrate 

that they meet WSB criteria. Funding could also be used to train world language and bilingual 
educators to assess language proficiency. This is part of building educational pathways in schools 
to the WSB, which would also encourage early first/home language and second language literacy 
development.  

The department proposes that state funds be used to reimburse LEA for the costs associated 
with preparing educators to conduct the necessary assessments, and the cost of the actual 
assessments tools, to pave the way for more LEAs to offer a path to the WSB for more students. 

Specifically, the department requests increases of $26,500 GPR in FY24 and $284,000 GPR in 
FY25 to formalize and expand access for pupils to earn the WSB. See Table 2 (following page) for 
estimated costs of providing state support for professional learning/training on administration of 

the required assessments ($26,500 in FY24 and $34,000 in FY25), and for costs of procuring the 
language proficiency assessments ($250,000 in FY25). For more information on resources 
regarding available assessments and training see the Appendix  to this paper. 
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Table 2. Estimated Costs for a Budget Proposal 

FY24 FY25 

12 Hybrid Familiarization Workshops 

20 educators/CESA 

$2,000/workshop   

=$24,000 

12 Hybrid Familiarization Workshops 

20 educators/CESA 

$2,000/workshop   

=$24,000 

10 Virtual LinguaFolio Training Sessions 

DPI contract with CASLS 

Up to 100 educators 

=$2,500 

 

Student LinguaFolio Subscriptions 

25 LEAs with trained teachers 

$2/student x 5,000 students 

= $10,000 

LEA Reimbursement or DPI-

CASLS Partnership 

 LEA Reimbursement for Proficiency 

Assessments 

50% of language proficiency 

assessment costs up to $10,000 

for 25 districts  

= $250,000 

Total for Training: 

$26,500 

Total for Training: 

$34,000 

 Total for Reimbursements for 

Assessments: $250,000 

 

The department requests $26,500 GPR in FY24 and $284,000 GPR in FY25 to formalize the 
process of earning the Wisconsin Seal of Biliteracy and to allow a greater number of students to 
earn the Seal.  

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request.  
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Appendix  

Additional State and National Resources on Seal of Biliteracy 

National Context  

National Seal of Biliteracy Website 

National Seal of Biliteracy Guidelines 

National Seal of Biliteracy Report 2020 (data from 2018-2019) 

10 Year Retrospective by Kristin Davin  

Competency Based Credit for Proficiency   

Heritage speakers of languages other than English access world language credit via testing to recognize 

their skills and linguistic heritage and to also grant them credits required for college admissions and 

advanced language coursework.  

20 states have competency-based world language programs including IL, MN, MI, OH and IN 

WA Seal of Biliteracy Policies 

Competency Based Credits 

Video - World Language Credit Program for Heritage Speakers 

NC Credit by Demonstrated Mastery for heritage speaking/multilingual learners 

Language Proficiency Training for Educators  

ACTFL Proficiency Training Workshops DPI could sponsor workshops in collaboration with the 

Wisconsin Association for Language Teachers WAFLT and the Wisconsin Association of Bilingual 

Educators WIABE  

Formative Assessment/Progress Monitoring of Language Prof iciency 

LinguaFolio - Center for Applied Second Language Studies CASLS (state partnership for professional 

training and assessment implementation option) 

LinguaFolio Training Modules (North Carolina) 

Summative Assessment of Language Proficiency   

World Language Program Performance Benchmarks WI - World Language 

Primary Assessment Providers  

LTI AAPPL 

Avant STAMP 

Alternative Pathways for Less Commonly Taught Languages 

MN Department of Education (Hmong and Ojjbwe) 

ALTA  

DPI and Wisconsin Context 

Wisconsin Seal of Biliteracy Planning Guide 

World Language Learning for Life - Briefing and Recommendations 22.4.30 

  

https://sealofbiliteracy.org/
https://sealofbiliteracy.org/doc/sobl-guidelines-2020-final.pdf
https://sealofbiliteracy.org/doc/2020-National-Seal-of-Biliteracy-Report-Final.pdf
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1w0-refun_CR0I-w2BXtiOdn4n0kJY6z8/view?usp=sharing
https://www.k12.wa.us/student-success/resources-subject-area/world-languages/washington-state-seal-biliteracy
https://www.k12.wa.us/student-success/resources-subject-area/world-languages/world-language-competency-based-credits
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tgCMhiM1N-o
https://www.dpi.nc.gov/students-families/enhanced-opportunities/advanced-learning-and-gifted-education/credit-demonstrated-mastery
https://www.actfl.org/learn/institutional-workshops
https://linguafolio.uoregon.edu/
https://lor.instructure.com/resources/80259a33fdd141e2a35ef6dd51fa5a9c?shared
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1YJoI2lqzKAmB5pifCwq68m9vlHfs6GK-CNA7F6x7jbE/edit
https://www.languagetesting.com/aappl
https://avantassessment.com/stamp
https://education.mn.gov/MDE/dse/stds/world/seals/
https://www.altalang.com/language-testing/
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1uy-_SrcraNbVUYQJMSrjkvEVTdBY0sCq61pwnJU93PY/edit#heading=h.gjdgxs
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1GmZKytm61kssbEbNZCKjB42YX1_BRvdNLgo8eFEUoxs/edit
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DECISION ITEM 6025 ģ PERSONAL FINANCIAL LITERACY 

 

240 Personal financial literacy grants  

s. 20.255 (2) (ef) [NEW] 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $2,500,000 $2,500,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $2,500,000 $2,500,000 

 

Request 

The department requests $2,500,000 GPR in FY24 and $2,500,000 GPR in FY25 to create a new 
a Personal Financial Literacy grant program. The grant would provide resources to school 
districts and independent charter schools for the purpose of starting new, or improving existing, 
financial literacy curriculum and programming, with an emphasis on bringing innovation into 
personal financial literacy instruction. The department requests that this grant program be 
created as a biennial appropriation, so that uncommitted funds in FY24 may be used for making 
grants in FY25. 

Background 

Personal financial literacy (PFL) gives students the knowledge and skills needed to make 
informed financial decisions, develop sound financial habits, and manage money effectively. A 
solid foundation in PFL can help students finance post-secondary education and/or training, 
purchase a home, or cover medical expenses. In other words, it can help them plan for how to 
reach their goals and maintain financial stability regardless of lifeĦs unanticipated difficulties . 

 2017 Wisconsin Act 94, which became effective December 2, 2017, requires each school board 
to adopt academic standards for financial literacy, and requires them to incorporate instruction 
in financial literacy into the curriculum in grades kindergarten to 12. The concept of financial 
literacy is that students will learn best if they are provided opportunities to learn about it early 

and often ģ as opposed to first learning about financial literacy in a concentrated course at the 
high school level. This is reflected in current law and in the updated academic standards which 
specify what knowledge and skills Wisconsin students should learn at different grade levels or 
bands of grades.   

The Wisconsin Department of Financial Institutions (DFI), along with the GovernorĦs Council on 
Financial Literacy and Capability, created the Financial Literacy Innovation Grant  for the 
purpose of promoting innovation in the teaching of personal financial literacy (PFL) in the 
classroom. 
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In those years when grants are available, funding for the program is provided by DFI through 

settlement dollars designated for financial literacy education. The DFI makes these monies 
available to school districts statewide through the DPI in the form of the Financial Literacy 
Innovation grants. These grants make available a maximum of $10,000 per school through a 
competitive grant program to public and private schools, partnering with communities, to 
support the implementation of the Wisconsin Model Academic Standards for Personal Financial 
Literacy in order to improve financial literacy among youth. 

The most recent round of grants (announced in July 2020) were awarded to school districts that 
met criteria for allowable uses of the grant funds, which included Implementation of a new 
personal financial literacy course as a high school graduation requirement in the school district; 
innovative projects to be created or expanded in classrooms; and the creation of student-run 
financial institutions  

In 2020, DPI and DFI awarded $150,000 in Innovation grants to school districts. However, 
funding for these grants was not available in the 2021-22 school year; information on funding for 
the 2022-23 school year was not available at the time this paper was written. 

GovernorĦs Council on Financial Literacy   

Gov. Tony Evers created the GovernorĦs Council on Financial Literacy and Capability by 
signing Executive Order #106 on February 8, 2021. The order renamed the existing GovernorĦs 
Council on Financial Literacy and expanded its mission to include helping Wisconsinites build 
financial capability and identifying ways to improve the financial inclusion of all Wisconsin 
residents. In addition, the order increased the CouncilĦs membership from 25 to 35 members 
bolstering the CouncilĦs expertise in the areas of financial capability and inclusion. 

Proposal 

The department requests increases of $2,500,000 GPR in FY24 and $2,500,000 GPR in FY25, to 
create a new a grant program to provide resources to support school districts to start up or 
improve financial literacy curriculum and prepare students for success. 

This bill would award grants to promote innovation in the teaching of personal financial literacy 
(PFL) in the classroom.  Under this request, the department will seek advice and collaboration 
with the DFI in implementing this grant program. In addition, the department will also work with 
CESAĦs to develop a regional support network that includes professional development for 
educators and a model curriculum/scope and sequence for districts to implement. 

The request will expand programing and expertise in school districts to increase the knowledge 
of personal financial literacy of Wisconsin high school graduates, better preparing them to make 
sound financial decisions as they begin the next step of their lives, whether that is college or a 
career. 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request.  

https://content.govdelivery.com/accounts/WIGOV/bulletins/2bfff6a
https://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/WIGOV/2021/02/08/file_attachments/1687280/EO106-FinancialLiteracyCouncil.pdf
https://www.wdfi.org/_resources/indexed/site/OFL/govcouncilfinlit/ExecOrder24.pdf
https://www.wdfi.org/_resources/indexed/site/OFL/govcouncilfinlit/ExecOrder24.pdf
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DECISION ITEM 6026 ģ GRANTS FOR OUT-OF-SCHOOL TIME PROGRAMS 

 

283 ģ Grants for out-of-school time programs 

s. 20.255 (2)(dk)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $0 $20,000,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $0 $20,000,000 

 

Request 

The department requests $20,000,000 GPR in FY25 for a new grant program to support the 
expansion of out-of-school time programs offered through local educational agencies and 
community based organizations that provide out-of-school time programming for school-aged 
children and youth. 

Background  

The department uses the term out-of school time instead of afterschool because OST is more 
encompassing; in addition to time after the school day concludes, it includes time before school 

and during periods when schools are not in session. 

According to the Afterschool Alliance, decades of research show that out-of-school time (OST) 
programs help kids learn, grow, and avoid risky behaviors. OST programs also provide a solid 
return on investment. According to the Afterschool Alliance, research shows that every one 
dollar invested in OST programs saves at least three dollars by increasing kidsĦ learning potential, 
improving kidsĦ performance at school, and reducing crime and juvenile delinquency.28  

Regular participation in afterschool programs helped narrow the achievement gap between high- 
and low-income students in math, improved academic and behavioral outcomes, and reduced 
school absences.29 OST programs can spark interest in learning so students attend school more 
often, get better grades, and improve their behavior in class. Through new learning experiences, 

young people discover what they love to do and gain the skills that will serve them academically 
and emotionally. They also build essential skills, such as perseverance and critical thinking, which 

 

28 Afterschool Alliance estimate based on findings from state-level return on investment studies conducted in states 
that include California, Georgia, Maryland, Oklahoma, and Vermont. 
29 Pierce, K. M., Auger, A. & Vandell, D. L. (2013). Narrowing the Achievement Gap: Consistency and intensity of 
structured activities during elementary school. Unpublished paper presented at the Society for Research in Child 
Development Biennial Meeting, Seattle WA.  
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help prepare them for participating actively in their communtities and in the workforce following 

their K-12 education.   

According to the Afterschool Alliance (March 2020), there are numerous benefits to students 
associated with attending OST programs:  

¶ Academic improvements: 

o roughly 50 percent improve their math and reading grades;  

o nearly 60 percent improve their behavior in class; and   

o around 65 percent improve their homework completion and class participation. 

¶ More than 70 percent in OST programs focused on Science, Technology, Engineering, and 

Mathematics (STEM) activities express more interest in, and knowledge about, related 
careers. 

¶ Three-fourths of Wisconsin parents believe OST programs reduce the likelihood that kids 
will engage in risky behaviors. 

¶ Two-thirds (67 percent) of Wisconsin parents agree that OST programs give students 
access to caring adults and mentors. 

An evaluation of high-quality OST programs30 found that regular participation in hi gh-quality 
OST programs by low-income youth resulted in significant gains in math test scores and work 
habits and reductions in behavioral problems. The Study of Promising Afterschool Programs, a 

study of about 3,000 low-income, ethnically-diverse elementary and middle school students, 
found that those who regularly attended high-quality programs over two years demonstrated 
gains of up to 20 percentiles and 12 percentiles, respectively, in standardized math test scores, 
compared to their peers who were routinely unsupervised during OST hours. 

The Afterschool Alliance has reported that demand for OST programs is so great that two out of 
every three applications cannot be funded. According to the Afterschool Alliance, throughout the 
country, there are 10.2 million students enrolled in 21st Century Community Learning Center 
OST programs and 19.4 million that would participate if a program were available.  

21st Century Community Learning Centers   

The only dedicated source of support for local community OST programs comes from the 21st 

Century Community Learning Center (21st CCLC) federal grant, governed by Title IV, Part B, of 
the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). The purpose of the 21st CCLC program is to create 
community learning centers that provide students with academic enrichment opportunities, as 
well as additional activities designed to complement their regular academic program. Community 

 

30 Outcomes Linked to High-Quality Afterschool Programs: Longitudinal Findings from the Study of Promising 
Afterschool Programs at: https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED499113.pdf . 
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learning centers must also offer literacy and related educational development to the families of 

students served by the program.  

The community learning centers can be located in elementary or secondary schools, or other 
similarly accessible facilities; they provide a range of high-quality services to support student 
learning and development, including tutoring and mentoring, homework help, academic 
enrichment (such as hands-on science or technology programs), community service 
opportunities, as well as music, arts, sports, and cultural activities. At the same time, centers help 
working parents by providing a safe environment for students when school is not in session.  

The 21st CCLC funds support centers that primarily serve students from schools that have at 
least 40 percent of their students who qualify for free and reduced-price lunch (FRL), although 
other sources of objective data in addition to FRL count may be used to establish eligibility. In 

addition, eligible applicants proposing to primarily serve students from schools with significant 
academic deficiencies will receive priority for grant awards.  

OST Programs in Wisconsin 

Currently in Wisconsin, these OST programs are funded through a mix of federal 21st CCLC 
startup grants, local funds, and philanthropic dollars, as well as Wisconsin Shares (the public child 
care subsidy program) for programs that are structured as child care centers. However, the 
amount of available federal funding and philanthropic dollars is inadequate to support 
programming in many places throughout the state, leaving a substantial amount of unmet need. 

For 2021-22 school year, the Department awarded $8.8 million in federal 21st CCLC funds to 77 
sites across the state to improve student acheivement, attendeance and behaviror by providing 

eniching activoties for youit during non-school hours.  

About 10,000 Wisconsin students received services through 21st CCLC programs in 2021-22 at 
the stateĦs nearly 150 grant-funded sites. On average, students spent about 18 hours a week at a 
CCLC-funded program, receiving education in arts and music, drug and violence prevention, 
financial literacy, credit recovery, apprenticeships, environmental literacy, science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics (STEM), in addition to tutoring services. 21st CCLC sites also offer 
adult family members activities that promote engagement in their childrenĦs education. 

Grants are made to awardees for five consecutive years, contingent on satisfactory progress 
toward achieving goals. Applicants for this grant funding must be Title I eligible, demonstrate 
how they will target students in need of academic support, and must be determined as needing 

additional intervention and support .  

The vast majority of 21st CCLC funding in WisconsinĤsome 80 percentĤis used at the 
elementary school level, in part due to increased demand for OST programming for younger 
students, but also because middle and high school programs have difficulty meeting the 40 
percent FRL threshold for 21st CCLC eligibility. FRL is the major source of data for determining 
studentsĦ status as economically disadvantaged (ED).  
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State Support for OST Programs in Other States 

According to an August 2019 report from the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), 
the 21st Century Community Learning Centers Program constitutes the only dedicated federal 
funding stream for OST programs. Even though nearly a quarter (24 percent) of children in OST 
programs live in impoverished communities, federal funds cover only 11 percent of program 
costs. Thus, the burden of sustaining such programs falls on state budgets, communities, and 
parents.  

Fewer than half of the statesĤjust 21Ĥallocate dedicated funds to out-of-school time programs. 
A further 11 states fund initiatives that include OST programs as an allowable use. Alternative 
state funds are also employed to fund OST programming: some grant programs receive a portion 
of state lottery profits, while others receive funds from state departments of education or social 

services (NCSL, August 2019).  

Proposal  

To address the significant unmet need for out-of-school time programming, the department is 
requesting $20,000,000 GPR, beginning in FY25, to create a state-funded program to provide 
ongoing support to OST programs. The department proposes to make this grant availale to 
community based organizations that provide OST programming for school age children and 
youth, as well as to school districts and independent charter schools (collectively, local 
educational agencies, or LEAs). The department requests that the OST program be funded with a 
continuing appropriation, as nascent OST programs often have carryover in the intial years of the 
program. 

One emphasis of the program would be to create OST programs that support middle and high 
school students, there will be flexibility for establishing eligibility criteria, particularly with 
respect to  the economic status of middle and high school students served (i.e., criteria  other 
than free and reduced-price lunch eligibility). However, the department recognizes there is still 
need at the elementary grade levels for additional OST programming and therefore intends to 
reserve funding each year for OST programs that serve elementary school students.  

The department would structure the program to award a range of funding per receipient, based 
on the number of students served and potentially other factors; each recipient would receive the 
annual grant award for five years, to align with the federal 21st CCLC grants. Providing grants on 
a cycle of less than five years would significantly increase the workload for program staff and 
diminish the benefits obtainable by grantees. Principally, both the department and applicants 

would need to devote to the application process precious resources that would be far better 
spent directly on students.   

The funding model for elementary school OST programs would mirror the tiered funding model 
used for the 21st CCLC, where applicants are eligible to apply for funding based on the amount 
needed to operate the proposed program and must serve the projected minimum average daily 
attendance (ADA) associated with the selected funding tier. Due to the need for flexibility in 
upper grades, an ADA model is not recommended for middle and high school sites.  
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The department would conduct a robust data collection as part of the OST grant program, 

gathering information from program sites to track progress toward achieving desired outcomes. 
The department has identified six goals for the proposed OST grant program: 

1. Program participants will report a sense of connection to school and their place in it. 

2. Program participants will demonstrate improved academic outcomes, including homework 
completion, grades, and study behaviors. 

3. Program participants will graduate college and career ready. 

4. Program participants will have access to a safe and welcoming environment during out-of-
school time hours and will report lower rates of participation in risky behaviors. 

5. Program participants will exhibit improved social and emotional skills and have opportunities 
to demonstrate leadership. 

6. Program participants will have access to experiences and opportunities that contribute to the 
development of the whole child, such as civic engagement and community service. 

The OST grant program will also have two overarching goals at the state level. First, the program 
will enhance collaboration and reinforce state-level connections and horizontal alignment 
between teams at the department. These teams include Student Services Prevention/Wellness 
(SSPW), Career and Technical Education (CTE), Wisconsin Child Nutrition Programs, Wisconsin 
Educational Opportunity Programs (WEOP), and Teaching and Learning. These diverse teams 
will leverage their communal expertise to provide technical assistance, guidance, and 
professional development for OST program staff across the state. 

Second, the program will foster collaboration and solidify vertical alignment with external 
stakeholders and key partners in the OST field, such as the Wisconsin Afterschool Network, 
community-based organizations, and other state agencies. Partners will rely on technical 
proficiency and resources to inform OST policies, supports, and resources for programs. They 
will likewise provide insight into professional development and funding needs. 

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request. 
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DECISION ITEM 6027 ģACADEMIC AND CAREER PLANNING 

 

107 ģ Academic and career planning 

s. 20.255 (1) (em) 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $1,422,500 $1,481,500 

Less Base $1,100,000 1,100,000 

Requested Change $322,500 $381,500 

 

Request 

The department requests $322,500 GPR in FY24 and $381,500 GPR in FY25 to maintain the 
current level of Academic and Career Planning services to school districts across the state. 

Background 

Academic and Career Planning (ACP) equips students and their families with tools to make 
informed decisions about postsecondary education, training, and careers. The program was 
created as part of the 2013-15 biennial budget (2013 Act 20) and is funded by a $1,100,000 GPR 
continuing appropriation that started in FY15.  

Under Wis. Stat. sec. 115.28 (59), the state superintendent has four responsibilities regarding 
ACP implementation: 

¶ Ensure that every school board provides ACP services to pupils enrolled in grades 6-12; 

¶ Provide software to be used statewide to provide said ACP services; 

¶ Produce guidance for and provide technical assistance to school districts on how to 
implement model ACP; and 

¶ Promulgate necessary rules. 

The department meets these obligations by: 1) providing college and career planning software 
(Xello, formerly called Career Cruising) to school districts; and 2) subsidizing the cost of ACP 
coordinators in each of the 12 CESAs. Currently, 417 school districts use Xello. The 2022-23 
school year is the sixth year of the departmentĦs Xello contract. Additionally, the department has 
a contract with each CESA to support the implementation of ACP in school districts in CESA 
regions, which includes professional development. The department also maintains an annual 
contract with the Wisconsin Center for Education Research (WCER) to conduct a longitudinal 
study of the ACP program.   
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The appropriation for ACP is a continuing appropriation, meaning uncommitted budget authority 

remaining at the end of a fiscal year carries over into the following fiscal year. It was constructed 
this way because it was expected that it would take time for the department to identify an 
appropriate software vendor and to determine how to best deliver training and technical 
assistance to school districts for implementing ACP. While the $1.1 million appropriation started 
in FY15, the department was required to have the ACP tools available to school districts so that 
all school districts could offer ACP to students in grades 6 to 12, by the 2017-18 school year.  

The accumulated carryover budget authority was $1,779,300 going into FY17, the first year that 
the contracts were firmly in place. Over time, as the costs of the ACP related contracts and work 
increased and the appropriation remained flat, the ACP program entered FY22 with $340,000 in 
carryover and then just $268,300 in FY23. The table below shows expenditures for ACP related 
contracts and work, and the carryover budget authority each year, from the beginning of the 

program through FY22.  

Table 1. ACP Expenditures, FY17 to FY22 

  FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 

Carryover from 
Prior Year  $1,779,300  $1,468,900  $1,098,000  $1,086,900  $749,300  $340,000  

GPR 
Appropriation  $1,100,000  $1,100,000  $1,100,000  $1,100,000  $1,100,000  $1,100,000  

Available 
Balance $2,879,300  $2,568,900  $2,199,406  $2,187,537  $1,849,300  $1,440,000  

Expenditures        

Software (Xello) $952,800  $959,300  $915,600  $920,500  $1,098,000  $763,000  

CESA Contracts $120,000  $180,000  $192,000  $234,500  $270,300  $298,250  

WCER Contract $281,500  $284,800  $0    $200,000  $162,500  $137,500  

Professional 
Development $25,700  $41,000  $300  $12,300  $0  $0  

Miscellaneous + 
LTE $30,400  $5,000  $4,000  $45,400  $0  $0  

Other*  $0    $0    $0    $0    $0    ($83,700) 

Total 
Expenditures  $1,410,400  $1,470,100  $1,111,900  $1,412,700  $1,530,800  $1,115,050  

Uncommitted 
Carryover  $1,468,900  $1,098,800  $1,086,900  $749,400  $340,000  $268,300  

*Accounting correction necessary for totals. 

 

Proposal 

The department requests increased funding of $233,500 GPR in FY24 and $381,500 GPR in 
FY25 (total of $704,000 GPR over the biennium) to meet its statutory requirements to provide 
ACP services to students across the state and to study the impact of ACP on student outcomes. 
The specific components of the funding increase are outlined directly below; costs are 
summarized in Table 2.  
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1. Xello ACP software  

Xello software helps students explore career and college options and develop a path to 
their postsecondary goals. The cost of Xello is based on the prior year enrollment of 
school districts when they sign on. The cost of the software for FY23 is $985,000 and is 
expected to remain at that level for FY24, but increase to $1,044,000 for FY25. 

2. CESA Contracts ($300,000 GPR annually) 

The department maintains contracts with each of the 12 CESAs to support the 
implementation of ACP. The contracts contain required elements that total $25,000 each.  

3. WCER Contract ($137,500 GPR annually) 

The department maintains an annual contract with the Wisconsin Center for Education 
Research (WCER) to conduct a longitudinal study of the ACP program.  

Table 2. Projected Costs for Academic and Career Planning 

  FY23 FY24 FY25 

Revenue    

GPR Appropriation $1,100,000 $1,100,000 $1,100,000 

+ Carryover from Prior Year  $268,300 $0 $0 

Available Balance $1,368,300  $1,100,000  $1,100,000  
    

Expenditures     
Software (Xello) $985,000 $985,000 $1,044,000 

CESA Contracts $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 

WCER Contract $137,500 $137,500 $137,500 

Total Expenditures  $1,422,500 $1,422,500 $1,481,500 
    

Projected Deficit*  -$54,200 -$322,500 -$381,500 

*To manage the projected deficit for FY23, the department will seek to amend current contracts and/or utilize GPR 
from its appropriation for general program operations.  

 

Statutory Language   

The department is not proposing statutory language related to this request.   
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DECISION ITEM 6028 ģ DRIVER EDUCATION AID 

 

278 ģ Driver education aid 

s. 20.255 (2) (cv) ģ NEW  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 
2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $0 $6,500,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $0 $6,500,000 

 

Request 

The department requests an increase of $6,500,000 GPR beginning in FY25 to create a new 
categorical aid program to offset the costs of providing driver education (DE) instruction. Under 
the new aid program, school districts, independent charter schools (ICS) , and Cooperative 
Educational Services Agencies (CESAs) collectively referred in this paper as (LEAs) would be 
eligible to receive state aid based on the number of economically disadvantaged students who, in 
the prior school year, have completed a department-approved driver education course of 
instruction, including both in-classroom and behind the wheel (BTW) instruction. 

For each qualified student, the LEAs would be eligible to receive state aid to offset the costs of 
providing in-classroom and BTW instruction. In order for a LEA to count a student for purposes 
of the proposed new aid program, the student must meet the criteria for a free or reduced-price 
lunch (i.e., FRL-eligible), and the DE provider would have to demonstrate to the department that 
the fee normally charged to students for DE instruction was completely waived for the qualified 
student. The funds would be appropriated in a new sum-sufficient appropriation to ensure that 
the full aid eligibility  is covered by the state aid payments, thereby encouraging LEAs to serve 
qualified students. 

Background 

Wisconsin requires the satisfactory completion of a DE course of instruction, including in-

classroom and BTW instruction, for persons under 18 years of age electing to be licensed after 
the age of 16. For many (if not most) students of this age, having access to the required DE course 
and BTW instruction within the school they attend is the most convenient way to prepare for 
obtaining their driverĦs license. For many students, it may be the only practical way to access that 
necessary instruction; this may be particularly true for students in very rural school districts, and 
students from economically disadvantaged families. 

Prior to FY05, the state provided aid to school districts operating high school grades, County 
Children with Disabilities Education Boards (CCDEBs) that provide the substantial equivalent of 
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a high school education, and technical college districts, to Ĩpromote a uniformly effective driver 

education program among high school and technical college studentsĩ. From FY98 through FY04, 
the driver education aid program paid school districts up to $100 for each high school student 
who successfully completed the in-classroom and BTW phases of a department-approved DE 
course of instruction. The program and its funding was eliminated, effective in FY05, under 2003 
Wisconsin Act 33 (the 2003-05 biennial budget).  

While current law, under Wis. Stat. sec 121.41, authorizes school boards and technical colleges 
to establish and collect reasonable fees for any DE program, or part of a program which is neither 
required for nor credited toward graduation, there is currently no state aid dedicated to assist 
school districts (or technical colleges) with the costs of providing DE instruction. School boards 
and technical colleges are permitted to waive any fee established for the DE instruction for any 
indigent pupil. 

Prior Law Driver Education State Aid  

The prior law driver education aid program was supported by a GPR, annual (sum certain) 
appropriation (see Table 1 below for appropriations). During the seven-year period between 
FY98 through FY04, the amount expended from the prior law program varied each year, with a 
high of $4,124,900 being paid in FY99, to a low of $3,418,000 paid in FY04, the last year of the 
aid program's operation. 

Table 1. Appropriation and Expenditure History for Drivers Education Aid  

School 
Year 

Appropriation  Expenditures*  Unused 
(Lapse) 

FY98 $4,498,400 $4,051,300 $447,100 

FY99 $4,493,700 $4,124,900 $368,800 

FY00 $4,493,700 $4,101,100 $392,600 

FY01 $4,493,700 $4,058,600 $435,100 

FY02 $4,345,600 $3,677,900 $667,700 

FY03 $4,304,700 $3,606,116 $698,584 

FY04 $3,804,700 $3,417,500  $387,200 

*Expenditures include amounts paid to non-school district entities that were eligible for aid under prior law.  

 

The expenditure data from the prior law aid program shows that generally, expenditures from 
the appropriation decreased; thus, it is assumed that the number of aidable students declined 

during the life of the aid program (particularly since FY99), despite relatively constant general 
aid membership over those same years. The decrease in aidable students over those years may 
have been attributable to a number of factors. According to the budget paper prepared by the 
Legislative Fiscal Bureau during the 2003-05 biennial budget deliberations, the flat $100 per 
student state aid amount was generally not sufficient to cover school districtsĦ costs of offering 
the program. Rather than continue to subsidize drivers education courses with state general aid 
and/or property tax revenues, school districts may have opted to stop offering the courses.  
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Another factor may have been increased interest by families in obtaining drivers education 

services provided by non-school organizations (e.g., private driving schools and CESAs). ItĦs 
unknown whether the increased availability of DE instruction services by CESAs and private 
organizations was more of a cause or an effect of decreased participation in school district 
offered DE instruction. Finally, it is possible that students and their parents increasingly chose to 
delay DE until the student was older, thereby shifting demand for drivers education services to a 
higher age, when the individual was no longer in high school.  

Decline in DE Instruction Programs  

The number of school districts offering DE instruction has generally decreased over the past two 
decades. In FY03, of the 381 school districts with high schools, 328 (86 percent) offered DE 
instruction. By FY19, 378 of 421 WisconsinĦs school districts operated a high school; just 137 (35 

percent) offered DE courses. This decrease continued with the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic 
(March 2020): by FY22, those figures dropped to just 113 school districts (29 percent of 378 high 
school districts) in the state. The Wisconsin School for the Deaf and two  private schools also 
offer driver education.  

Non-School Providers of DE Instruction 

It is worth noting that in addition to the many private providers of DE instruction throughout the 
state, students from several school districts can be served by CESA 2, which provides a 
department -approved DE program to high school students throughout Wisconsin (though the 
majority of districts served are CESA 2 members). Additionally, CESA 2 offers a DE program for 
students enrolled in virtual charter and private schools. Un the 2020-21 school year, the CESA 2 
program serve students in 36 LEAs (including two virtual charter schools) and two  private 

schools (one located in Madison). Thus, high school students in only 126 school districts (33 
percent of those with high schools) around the state have access to a DE instruction program in 
either their own school district or through CESA 2; the figure is even less than that ģ just 29 
percent ģ when considering the comprehensive DE programs that offer both classroom and BTW 
instruction.  

It is important to acknowledge that the DE program offered by CESA 2 fills a gap in DE 
instruction for students who no longer have access through their school. However, many 
students live and attend school in parts of the state that do not have a robust, non-school 
provider for DE instruction; thus, their only option may be a private provider of DE instruction. 
The CESA 2 model works well for the region of the state it serves, though, this type of model may 
be more feasible in some areas of the state than others. 

Importance of Access to Drivers Education 

Some have argued that eliminating state aid for the DE program in public schools has made it 
more difficult for some students to afford DE, particularly students from economically 
disadvantaged families.  For young people, having a driver's license and access to a vehicle may 
be an important factor for being able to hold a job, for getting to and from school, and to 
generally assist with their familiesĦ transportation needs. However, since persons who are under 
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the age of 18 cannot get a driver's license unless they have completed a DE course, obtaining a 

license may be difficult for some if the cost of the course is too burdensome to the family.  

Students acquire skills beyond core academic competencies during their K-12 education that 
help prepare them for a successful transition to adulthood; the ability to acquire a driverĦs 
licenses is an important tool for accomplishing the transition to the world of post-secondary 
education, work, and community engagement. Working to make sure that all students have 
access to the supports they require at the right time in their educationĤincluding proper DE 
instructionĤis part of the departmentĦs larger mission to ensure equity for all students. 

The cost of, and lack of convenient access to, DE instruction is a barrier faced by economically 
disadvantaged students and students residing in rural parts of the state; this can result in 
negative and sometimes significant outcomes. Some teens who are unable to obtain a driverĦs 

license due to cost of instruction may choose to drive without a license in order to hold a job, to 
get to and from school, and to help with family transportation needs. If stopped, these teens may 
be issued a traffic citation which can result in additional financial burdens. Teens repeatedly 
caught driving without a license may eventually face more severe consequences including falling 
into the juvenile justice system.    

Budget Proposal History  

In its 2007-09 biennial budget request, the department requested $100,000 GPR annually to 
create a new categorical aid program to provide $150 per pupil, specifically for Milwaukee Public 
School district (MPS) students taking an approved DE course. Under that proposal, aid was 
provided for DE students who met the free or reduced-price lunch income-eligibility criteria; 
MPS would have been required to reduce their DE student fee by $150. The governor included 

the proposal in his 2007-09 biennial budget proposal, but the legislature eliminated it.  

In the governorĦs 2009-11 biennial budget proposal, a new, annual appropriation of $3,960,000 
was requested to award grants for DE courses; the appropriation would have been supported 
with segregated funds from the stateĦs Transportation Fund (SEG-TF). Under that proposal, the 
Department of Transportation (DOT) was charged with developing and administering a program 
to provide grants to providers of DE instruction to offset the cost of providing DE instruction to 
economically disadvantaged individuals. The DOT was to promulgate rules to implement and 
administer the program, including rules establishing criteria and standards for grant eligibility for 
DE instruction providers, the definition of Ĩeconomically disadvantagedĩ individuals, criteria and 
standards for evaluating and ranking grant applications, and for determining the amount of the 
grants awarded.  

The Joint Committee on Finance agreed the program was a worthy idea, but the state could not 
afford the program at the time. The committee deleted the provision, but directed the 
department (public instruction) to include a proposal for a DE grant program in its 2011-13 
biennial budget request, along with proposed administrative rules for the program.  

The department did include a DE aid proposal in its 2011-13 biennial budget request, under 
which aid would have been provided at a rate of $150 per economically disadvantaged student 
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that completed department -approved DE instruction (both in-classroom and BTW). The thought 

was that the proposed DE grant program could encourage some school districts without DE 
programs to start offering courses, because it would lower the costs that must be recovered from 
student fees and other school revenues. For that proposal, the department requested 
$1,020,000 SEG (Transportation Fund) to provide $150 per student, estimating approximately 
6,800 income-eligible students in grades 10 attending school in 186 districts that offered both 
classroom and BTW instruction. However, that proposal was not adopted.   

In its 2019-21 biennial budget request, the department request $2.5 GPR million beginning in 
FY21 for a driver education state aid program structured similarly to this current request. In its 
2021-23 biennial budget request, the department requested $5.8 million beginning in FY23 to 
create a driver education state aid program that would have provided aid to public and private 
DE providers, for students who have completed both the classroom and BTW components of DE 

instruction and was determined to be FRL-eligible (in the prior school year). Neither  proposals 
were adopted.   

Cost of DE Instruction Programs   

In preparing this request, the department reviewed the costs associated with both public and 
private DE instruction programs throughout the state.  

Sun Prairie High School indicates that the cost to the school district is roughly $240 per student 
for BTW instruction; they currently do not offer classroom instruction, due to teacher turn over 
and a back log of BTW students. Other DE programs charge approximately $150 for the 
classroom portion and $250-$300 for behind the wheel instruction.  

CESA 2 charges $165 for in-person classroom instruction, $175 online and $285 for Behind-the-
Wheel for a total of, between $450 and $460. CESA 2 represents upwards of 32 high schools.  
Private driver training schools such as AAA in Madison and Reis in Fond du Lac charge $439 and 
$430, respectively.  

A list of DPI-approved DE programs in schools and CESA 2 is available on the departmentĦs 
webpage for Driver Education. 

Estimated Aid Eligibility  

To estimate the number of students who could be determined qualified for state aid payments, 
the department reviewed enrollment data from 2021 -22 to first determine the number of 
economically disadvantaged students in grades 10, 11, and 12, as a proxy for the number of age-

eligible and FRL-eligible students in the state.  See Table 2 below for projections.  

Students enrolled in a private high school or who are home-schooled are permitted, with limits, 
take courses at a public school of the school district in which the student resides; so it is possible 
that some private high school students and home-schooled students receive DE instruction 
through their local public high school ģ though DPI does not collect this data. Of course, some 
private schools may offer DE instruction directly, and private school and home-schooled 
students may take DE instruction through a CESA or a private DE provider.  

https://dpi.wi.gov/sspw/aoda/traffic-safety
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Table 2. Economically Disadvantaged Students in Grades 10, 11, and 12                                  

(Combined Public School Districts and Independent Charter Schools, 2021-22 School Year) 

Grade Economically 

Disadvantage

d Students*^ 

Total 

Students^  

Percent 

Economically 

Disadvantaged

*^  

Estimated 

Rate of 

"Take-Up" 

Estimated 

Number of 

Aided Students 

10 23,901 64,186 37.2% 35% 8,365 

11 22,572 64,242 35.1% 15% 3,386 

12 22,481 66,704 33.7% 5% 1,124 

TOTAL 68,954 195,132 35.3%   12,875 

Aid per qualified student: $440  

Estimated total cost of aid: $5,665,000  

Request amount (rounded): $5,665,000  

* Economically disadvantaged (ED): student meets the FRL income eligibility standard.  

^ Figures above include students enrolled in an ICS   the total number of ED students enrolled in an ICS in grades 10 
through 12 represents about 1.3% of the total ED students in grades 10 through 12.   

 
DPI does not collect data on the economic status of all students enrolled private schools. In order 
to approximate the number of qualified (FRL-eligible) students enrolled in a private school for 
purposes of this DE state aid proposal, we could use enrollments of school choice students.  

Note that the income eligibility threshold for participation in a private school choice program is 
different than the FRL income eligibility standard. For the Milwaukee and Racine programs, the 
familyĦs income may not exceed 300 percent of the federal poverty limit (FPL), and for the 

Wisconsin program, that threshold is 220 percent of the FPL; however, eligibility for a free meal 
is limited to children from families with incomes at or below 130 percent of the FPL, and those 
with incomes between 130 and 185 percent of the FPL are eligible for reduced price meals. 
(Thus, the use of school choice students as a proxy may overstate the likely number of private 
school students for whom state DE aid would be paid.)  

In the 2021-22 school year, a total of 17,517 students were enrolled in grades 10, 11, and 12, in 
private schools throughout the state. About 84 percent (14,765) were enrolled as participants in 
one of the stateĦs private school parental choice program. Applying the same assumptions about 
take-up rate by grade level as for public school students (see Table 1), there could be as many as 
2,835 qualified students enrolled in private schools receiving DE instruction. Assuming half of 
those students receive DE instruction in a school district or CESA class,  $623,900 would be 

added to the estimated annual cost of providing $440 per qualified student in DE state aid.     

DPI collects data by grade for home-schooled students: in FY22 there were 6,610 home-
schooled students reported as being in grade 10, 11, 12, and Ĩungradedĩ high school 
placements)31. However, DPI has no data on the economic status of home-schooled students. If 

 

31 Enrollments in home-based private education programs increases significantly in 2020-21 and 2021-22, 
compared to 2019-20 and prior years (COVID-19 pandemic); trends for enrollment in future years is unknown. 
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home-schooled students are assumed to be economically disadvantaged (FRL-eligible) at the 

same rate as students enrolled in public high schools, we would expect to see roughly 2,344 
qualified home-schooled students. If the proportion of home-school students taking DE 
instruction through a school district or CESA is similar to the take-up rate for public school 
students (see Table 1), approximately 470 (of 2,344 qualified home-schooled students) would 
generate state DE aid for the school district/CESA in which they received the DE instruction, 
amounting to $206,800 annually. 

Proposal 

The department proposes creating a new categorial aid program to  provide support to LEAs to 
increase access to DE instruction for students who have completed both the classroom and BTW 
components of DE instruction and was determined to be FRL-eligible (in the prior school year). 

Home-schooled students and those participating in one of the stateĦs parental choice programs 
who receive DE instruction provided by a public school or CESAs would also be eligible under 
this program. The LEA providing DE instruction would have to demonstrate to the department 
that it completely waived the fee normally charged to a student for DE instruction, in order to 
receive state aid for qualified students. As a sum-sufficient appropriation, aid payments would 
not be prorated if the appropriation were insufficient to fully pay all eligible claims.       

The proposed new aid program would offset the costs incurred by DE providers, whether under a 
new program of DE instruction, or to additional students in an existing program. However, the 
larger goal of the proposal is to expand access to DE instruction for students who currently face 
economic barriers to accessing DE instructional services. The department believes that the 
continued decline in the number of school districts offering DE instruction will have detrimental 

impacts on a large portion of WisconsinĦs students. The proposed aid program could reverse the 
decline, by ensuring that existing DE instruction programs remain in operation, or by 
encouraging other potential DE providers to start up (or restore) a DE instruction program.   

Table 3. Projected Costs for Eligible Students 

 Amount per 

Student (Aid) 

Estimated Number of 

Qualified Students  

Total Aid 

(beginning in FY25) 

Public Schools & ICS $440 12,875 $5,665,00 

Private Parent Choice $440 1,418 $623,900 

Home-Schooled $440 470 $206,800 

Total Qualified Students and Cost (rounded) 14,763 $6,500,000 

 
The department requests $6,500,000 GPR annually, beginning in FY25, to create the proposed 
state aid program to support DE instruction and licensing of high-school age students. 

 
Statutory Language 

The department is proposing  statutory language related to this request. 
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DECISION ITEM 6029 ģ GED TEST SUBSIDY 

 

111 ģ General education development test fee payments 

s. 20.255 (1) (fd) 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 
2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $0 $500,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $0 $500,000 

 

Request 

The department requests $500,000 GPR in FY25 in a new sum-sufficient appropriation to 
subsidize testing fees for individuals taking the General Equivalency Diploma (GED) tests. 

Background 

The GED (General Education Development) test consists of a battery of tests to measure 
competency in math, science, social studies, and language arts. WisconsinĦs version has four 
additional subject areas and is called the HSED (High School Equivalency Diploma). The HSED 
consists of the GED test battery as well as health, civic literacy, employability skills, and career 

awareness. The GED is accepted by most employers, technical colleges, and community colleges, 
but some employers, universities, and branches of the military require an HSED. 

In 2019, a total of 7,624 Wisconsin residents took the GED, including 5,109 (67 percent) first 
time test takers, totaling 20,461 tests. Of the 3,667 completers, 3,021 passed the test, for a 
statewide pass rate of 82 percent (vs. national pass rate of 79 percent). More recently, a total of 
nearly 15,000 tests were taken by Wisconsin residents during calendar year 2021, of which 
9,612 were taken in tradition (in-person) settings; 2,688 tests were by incarcerated persons and 
another 2,189 were taken as on-line tests.  

Each of the four sections of the test costs $33.75, which goes to GED Testing Service (GEDTS). 
Of the amount collected by GEDTS for tests, the department receives a credentialing fee of 

$3.75 per test ($15 for each full battery of tests) ģ thus the cost to the test taker of an individual 
test is $30, or $120 total for the full battery of test in the four subject areas. There is a $6 
surcharge per test collected by GEDTS for on-line tests (total of $39.75 per test, of which $3.75 
is returned to the department as a credential fee).  

The cost to adults in Wisconsin correctional institutions  is $5 per test, or $20 for the full battery 
of test, and a credentialing fee of $1.25 per test ($5 for four tests). GED Ready practice tests cost 
$6, and emergency expedited service is available for $25. These costs are borne by the test 
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takers. The table below shows costs for tests by test setting and for the cost of the test and the 

credential.  

Table 1. GED Test Fees and Credential Fees 
 

Total Cost 
(four tests) 

Test Fee Credential 
Fee 

In-person setting  $135   $120   $15  

Online test  $159   $144   $15  

Incarcerated Individuals  $85   $80   $5  

 

Department Responsibilities  

State law, under Wis. Stat. sec. 115.29 (4), authorizes the state superintendent to grant a 
declaration of equivalency of high school graduation (i.e., an HSED) to individuals who have 
completed a recognized high school course of study or its equivalent and have successfully 
completed the civics test required under Wis. Stat. sec. 118.33 (1m) (a). The state superintendent 
has authority to establish the standards by which high school graduation equivalency is 
determined; those standards may consist of the following: 

¶ Evidence of completion of high school courses in high schools recognized as accredited 

¶ Results of examinations given by or at the request of the state superintendent  

¶ Successful completion of correspondence study courses 

¶ A general educational development certificate of high school equivalency (i.e., GED 
credential) issued by an agency of the U.S. government 

¶ Course credits received in schools meeting the approval of the state superintendent 

¶ Other standards established by the state superintendent 

The state superintendent also has authority to promulgate rules establishing fees for issuing a 
GED credential or HSED. The department promulgated PI 5 ģ High School Equivalency Diplomas 
and Certificates of General Educational Development in administering this section of state law. 
The GED/HSED program is administered by the Career and Technical Education (CTE) team, 
located in the departmentĦs Division for Academic Excellence. 

The revenue generated by the credentialing fee is received by the department in a Program 
Revenue (PR) appropriation and is used to support 1.0 FTE permanent position authority in the 
department. This position authority is split between two positions on the departmentĦs CTE 
team, supporting half of a 1.0 FTE School Administration Consultant position (splits time 
between GED/HSED and GPR-funded Alternative Education job responsibilities) and half of an 
Office Operations Associate position that provides support to the GED/HSED program. 
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Subsidizing GED Test Fees 

Several states, including Minnesota and Illinois, now offer subsidized or free GED tests. Overall, 
around 8 percent of Wisconsin adults over the age of 25 (~320,000 people) lack a high school 
diploma. In Milwaukee, that figure is double, at nearly 17 percent (U.S. Census Bureau, 2019; 
Wisconsin Department of Health Services, 2020). According to a 2019 WalletHub study, 
Wisconsin had the largest gap between white and black adult residents with at least a high school 
diploma. Moreover, Wisconsin has one of the highest concentration of jobs in occupations that 
require a high school diploma or equivalent (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014). 

The departmentĦs CTE team staff report that in th e first months of the COVID-19 pandemic, 
there was a marked increase in the volume of GED inquiries from students, parents, mentors, and 
teachersĤespecially in the Milwaukee areaĤseeking help for students who could not complete 

their high school credential due to the COVID-19 pandemic/public health emergency that 
caused schools, colleges and universities, businesses, and non-profit organizations to close for 
significant periods of time. Other individuals without a high school diploma who are unemployed 
and trying to finish their credential to improve their job prospects. According to department 
staff, the cost of testing is the most common issue brought up by individuals who contact the 
department for information about GED/HSED. Being able to obtain and access oneĦs GED record 
is essential when applying for a job. Facilitating the ability for individuals to take the test and 
access their credentials is an important component of workforce development and economic 
recovery in the state. 

Moreover, it is a matter of equity: more than half of GED inquiries come from individuals who are 
economically and educationally impoverished, and persons of color are disproportionately 

represented. While 55 percent of GED participants in 2019 were non-white, only 25 percent of 
Wisconsin high school graduates were non-white; and while African American students 
represented 7 percent of high school graduates in 2018-19, they represented 22 percent of GED 
participants (GED Testing Service, 2020; DPI Data Collections, 2020). 

Proposal 

The projected expenses for this program are $500,000 GPR in FY25 to create a sum sufficient 
appropriation that will subsidize GED/HSED testing expenses for Wisconsin residents. The sum 
sufficient nature of the appropriation ensures that everyone who qualifies for the subsidized 
testing can receive it. 

Table 2. Projected Costs of GED Test Fee Subsidy 

Test Setting Total 

Test Fee 

Credential 

Fee*  

Cost to Test 

Taker 

Number of Tests 

Taken (CY2021) 

Testing Fee / 

Subsidy Amount 

Traditional (in person) $33.75  $3.75  $30.00                              9,612  $288,360  

Online Test $39.75  $3.75  $36.00                              2,189  $78,804  

Incarcerated Persons  $21.25  $1.25  $20.00                              2,688  $53,760  

                                 14,489  $420,924  

Projected Cost, FY25 (reflects increased demand): $500,000  
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Auto -Subsidy Model ($500,000 GPR in FY25)  

Under the auto-subsidy model, the department and GED Testing Service would enter into an 
agreement whereby payments would be made directly to GEDTS for Wisconsin residents. 
GEDTS would send the department an invoice for the number of Wisconsin resident tests taken 
in the previous month, paid for from the departmentĦs new appropriation for GED test fee 
subsidies. The department proposes a sum sufficient appropriation to avoid curtailing subsidies 
before the end of a fiscal year (if the appropriation were sum-certain and insufficient to fully pay 
for all tests). This would help avoid situations in which individuals in effect compete for a subsidy 
slot (i.e., rush to schedule their test as early in the fiscal year as possible to get the subsidy before 
it runs out). The department further proposes that in order to qualify for the subsidy, test takers 
must have an initial counseling session at an assessment center and must reach ĨLikely to Passĩ 
status on the GED Ready exam. 

The department proposes to begin subsidized testing effective July 1, 2024, to allow the 
department sufficient time to make financial arrangements with GEDTS and to promote the 
program. Based on other states that have begun subsidizing GED testing, the department 
expects a roughly 20 percent increase in demand in GED testing in FY25, compared to the most 
recent figures from calendar year 2021. 

 

Staturory Language 

The department is proposing a statutory language change in order to create a sum sufficient 
appropriation in FY25. 
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STUDENT NUTRITION 

 

DECISION ITEM 6040 ģ GRANTS FOR MILK COOLERS & DISPENSERS 

 

233 ģ School nutrition-grants for milk coolers & dispensers  

s. 20.255 (2)(bj)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $0 $50,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $0 $50,000 

 

Request 

The department requests $50,000 GPR in FY25 for a new competitive grant program that would 
reimburse School Food Authorities for the cost of purchasing milk coolers and milk dispensers 
that do not qualify for reimbursement under a federally funded program for purchase of 
equipment. 

Background 

The department acts as a passthrough for the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
National School Lunch Program (NSLP) Equipment Assistance Grant for School Food Authorities 
(hereafter referred to as the EAG). Under the EAG program, state education agencies award 
equipment assistance grants to eligible School Food Authorities (SFAs) participating in the NSLP, 
on a competitive basis, giving priority to high need schools (i.e., schools in underserved areas, 
schools with limited access to other resources, and age of food service equipment).  

These funds allow SFAs to purchase equipment to serve healthier meals that meet the updated 
meal patterns (with emphasis on more fruits and vegetables in school meals), to improve food 
safety, and to expand access to healthy foods to students in schools.  

In FY21, the USDA awarded Wisconsin $398,070 to distribute to SFAs for this purpose. Under 
the first round of grant awards, the deparmentĦs School Nutrition Team (SNT) awarded EAG 
funding for 26 pieces of equipment; and, under round two, they will award funds for purchase of 
equipment by potentially five more SFAs: three projects are currently ready to begin and two 
projects are pending approval (waiting for information on bids).  
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SNT program staff indicate that there will be approximately $44,300 in EAG funding that could 

be awarded to the two pending projects, and that those two projects could very well exhaust the 
remaining $44,300.   

Wisconsin received $407,465 in equipment grant funding for FY22. DPI has not yet opened the 
application for FY22 grant funds, but application materials for the FY22 NSLP Equipment 
Assistance Grant will be available in late fall. 

Under the EAG program, equipment requests must meet the capitalization threshold for the SFA 
applying for the grant. This threshold is typically $5,000 or more.  

The SNT indicates that SFAs looking to purchase milk coolers and/or dispensers are often not 
able to use the EAG program for this purpose, because the milk coolers and/or dispensers tend to 
cost less than $5,000 (the typical capitalization threshold). An internet search for milk cooler and 

milk dispenser options available to schools shows prices tends to run from $3,000 to $5,000 for 
small to medium capacity milk coolers and dispensers.  

Currently, the SNT receives five to 10 requests annually to cover the costs of purchasing milk 
coolers, but the requests cannot be approved under the EAG program because the cost of the 
milk cooler is less than the SFAĦs capitalization threshold.  

Proposal 

The department proposes a state-funded grant program that would be available to SFAs to use 
to purchase milk coolers and milk dispensers priced below the capitalization threshold (and 
therefore not eligible under the USDA-NSLP EAG program). Assuming a purchase price up to 

$5,000 per milk cooler/dispenser, a grant program funded at $50,000 annually would support 
the purchase of at least 10 milk cooler or dispensers each year. The department requests that a 
new appropriation be created ($50,000 GPR in FY25) to support the proposed grant program.  

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request.  
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DECISION ITEM 6041-SCHOOL NUTRITION-LOCALLY SOURCED FOOD INCENTIVES 

 

234 ģ Locally sourced foods incentive payment   

s. 20.255 (2)(bk) [NEW] 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $0 $2,750,000 

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $0 $2,750,000 

 

Request 

The department requests $2,750,000 GPR in FY25 to create a new categorical aid program to 
reimburse school food authorities in public and private schools an additional 10 cents for each 
meal it serves that includes a locally sourced food item.   

Background 

As part of the ĨBuild Back Betterĩ initiative (under the American Rescue Plan Act), Congress 
authorized funding for programs established by the USDA Agricultural Marketing Service 
(AMS)32. This includes the Local Food Purchase Assistance Cooperative Agreement Program (LFPA), 

administered by the WI DATCP (estimated state allocation is $4,900,000); and, the Local Food for 
Schools Cooperative Agreement Program (LFS), administered by DPI33 (estimated state allocation is 
$3,447,772). 

The LFPA program will award up to $400 million through non-competitive cooperative 
agreements with state and tribal governments to support local, regional, and underserved 
producers through the purchase of domestic local foods, with a period of performance up to two 
years from time of award to accommodate two harvest seasons. Under the LFPA program, the 
funding is directed towards serving the needs of the population, and serve feeding programs 
(including food banks), as well as schools and organizations that reach underserved communities. 
In addition to increasing local food consumption, funds will help build and expand economic 

opportunity for local and socially disadvantaged producers. 

 

32 LFPA RFA: https://www.ams.usda.gov/sites/default/files/media/LFPA_RFA.pdf; LFS RFA: 

https://www.ams.usda.gov/sites/default/files/media/LFS_RFA.pdf 

33 DPI has submitted its application for the USDA Local Foods to Schools grant program. 

https://www.ams.usda.gov/sites/default/files/media/LFPA_RFA.pdf
https://www.ams.usda.gov/sites/default/files/media/LFS_RFA.pdf
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Under the LFS program, USDA will award up to $200 million to states for food assistance 

purchases of domestic local foods for distribution to schools, with a period of performance up to 
18 months from time of award to accommodate two harvest seasons. Under the LFS program, 
the funding is directed towards strengthening the food system for schools by helping to build a 
fair, competitive, and resilient local food chain, and expand local and regional markets with an 
emphasis on purchasing from historically underserved producers and processors. 

Proposal 

The overarching goals of the federal LFPA and LFS program are to provide an opportunity for 
states to: strengthen their local and regional food system; help to support local, small, and 
socially disadvantaged farmers/producers through building and expanding economic 
opportunities; and establish and broaden partnerships with farmers/producers and schools to 

ensure distribution of fresh and nutritious foods. 

Locally- or regionally-produced food means food that is raised, produced, aggregated, sorted, 
processed, and distributed in the locality or region in which the food is made available for 
consumers; and, within 400 miles of the SFAs where the food is being served. This means that 
this program would have a direct impact on both strengthening local supply chains and 
supporting the local economy, as well as providing more fresh, nutritious food products to 
students in schools. 

The department is proposing a new state categorical aid program to incentivize SFAs to 
incorporate more locally sourced foods in school meals, specifically, to reimburse each SFA with 
10 cents for each meal that includes a locally-sourced food item (beginning in FY25, for meals 
served during the 2023-24 [FY24] school year). The estimated cost of this program is based on 

the following assumptions: 25 percent of the total 110 million meals served in the 2023-24 
school year will contain a locally sourced food item, for which the 10 cent per meal 
reimbursement would cost $2,750,000. The department requests $2,750,000 GPR in FY25 in 
order to start the locally sourced food incentives program in the second year of the biennium.  

Table 1. Projected Costs of Providing Enhanced Payments for Locally-Sourced Foods 

  Full Price Meals Reduced Price Free Meals TOTAL 

Breakfast  7,674,257 1,973,136 28,352,607 38,000,000 

Lunch 29,505,917 3,980,432 36,513,651 70,000,000 

Snack 122,100 11,912 1,865,988 2,000,000 

TOTAL 37,302,274 5,965,480 66,732,246 110,000,000 

Projected proportion of meals with a locally sourced food item:  27,500,000 

Projected cost of reimbursements (FY25): $2,750,000 

 
Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request.  
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DECISION ITEM 6042 ģ SCHOOL BREAKFAST REIMBURSEMENT  

 

215 ģ Reimbursement for school breakfast programs  

s. 20.255 (2)(cm)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $6,837,300 $7,173,500 

Less Base $2,510,500  $2,510,500  

Requested Change $4,326,800 $4,663,000 

 

Request 

The department requests increases of $4,326,800 GPR in FY24 and $4,663,000 GPR in FY25 for 
state aids for reimbursements under the School Breakfast Program (SBP) at 15.0 cents for each 
breakfast served.   

The departmentĦs request includes $112,500 GPR in FY24 and in FY25 to fund reimbursements 
under the SBP at 15.0 cents for each breakfast served in institutions that are not eligible for 
reimbursement under current law: 1) independent charter schools, under Wis. Stat. sec. 118.40 
(2r) and (2x); 2) the Wisconsin Educational Services Program for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing 

(ĨSchool for the Deafĩ) under Wis. State. sec. 115.52; 3) the Wisconsin Center for the Blind and 
Visually Impaired (ĨSchool for the Blindĩ), under Wis. Stat. sec. 115.525; and 4) residential care 
centers for children and youth (RCCs), as defined under Wis. Stat. sec. 115.76 (14g). In this paper, 
the School for the Deaf and the School for the Blind are referred to collectively as the stateĦs 
residential schools.  

The department also requests a change in statute to cease payment of aid under the SBP to an 
institution that ceased to operate at any point during or at the end of the previous school year.  

Background 

Studies have concluded that students who eat breakfast at the start of the school day have 
increased math and reading scores, as well as improvements in their speed and memory in 

cognitive tests34. Additionally, children who eat breakfast closer to class and test-taking time 
perform better on tests 35. Many children do not eat a nutritious breakfast every morning and 
children who eat school breakfast tend to have a more nutritious breakfast. 

 

34 See studies referenced by the National Education Association, Nutrition Programs: https://www.nea.org/student -
success/smart-just-policies/funding-public-schools/nutrition -programs  
35 Athlos Academies, 2017: https://athlosac ademies.org/healthy-breakfast-benefits-students/  

https://www.nea.org/student-success/smart-just-policies/funding-public-schools/nutrition-programs
https://www.nea.org/student-success/smart-just-policies/funding-public-schools/nutrition-programs
https://athlosacademies.org/healthy-breakfast-benefits-students/
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The federal SBP provides cash assistance to states to operate nonprofit breakfast programs in 

schools and RCCs. School breakfasts are available to all students. Participating entities receive 
cash subsidies from the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) for each meal they serve. In 
return, they must serve breakfasts that meet federal requirements, and they must offer free or 
reduced-price breakfasts to eligible children. As a result of decreases in federal funding since the 
1980s, payments to local child nutrition programs have not been sufficient in covering the total 
cost of providing school breakfast. Eligibility criteria, student costs, and USDA reimbursement 
rates for free, reduced, and full-price meals during the 2022-23 school year are shown in Table 1 
below.   

Table 1. School Breakfast Program 

Eligibility Criteria, Student C harges, and Reimbursement Rates (FY23) 

Pay Status Eligibility Criteria  Amount StudentĦs 

Family Pays 

Amount USDA 

Reimburses 

Participating Entity* 

(non-severe / severe) 

Free meals Children from families with 

incomes at or below 130 percent 

of the federal poverty level. 

$0.00 $2.26  / $2.67 per 

meal 

Reduced-

price meals 

Children from families with 

incomes between 130 percent 

and 185 percent of the federal 

poverty level are eligible for 

reduced-price meals. 

No more $0.30 per meal $1.96 / $2.37 per meal 

Full-price 

meals 

Children from families with 

incomes over 185 percent of the 

federal poverty level pay full 

price. 

Schools set their own prices 

for breakfasts served, 

though they must operate 

their meal services as non-

profit programs.  

$0.50  per meal 

*For students in the free or reduced-price categories, the two USDA reimbursement amounts reflect the schoolĦs 
status as either non-severe need or severe need (i.e., 40 percent or more of the student lunches served at the school 
in the second preceding school year [SY 2018-19] were served free or at a reduced price). The difference between 
the categories (i.e. free meals, reduced-price meals, and full-price meals) was the same whether or not the student is 
enrolled in a school identified as non-severe need or severe need ($0.30).  

 

The state provides support for school breakfast programs via the GPR appropriation under Wis. 

Stats., sec. 20.255(2)(cm), to reimburse participating entities at a rate of $0.15 per each breakfast 
served, regardless of a studentĦs eligibility for free or reduced-price meals. If the appropriation is 
insufficient to pay the full amount of aid, the department must prorate state aid payments. 

The state reimbursement for SBP was created under 1993 Wisconsin Act 168, first providing aid 
in FY95. When the appropriation was first created, it was designed to assist in establishing an 
SBP. The department awarded startup grants, not to exceed $10,000, to school districts and 
private schools to reimburse them for certain nonrecurring costs associated with establishing 
breakfast programs. School districts and private schools in which at least 20 percent of students 
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were eligible to receive free or reduced-price lunch (FRL-eligible) were eligible to receive a 

startup grant. Then, under 1999 Wisconsin Act 9, beginning in FY01, the startup grants were 
eliminated; instead, each eligible institution was reimbursed 10 cents per breakfast served in the 
prior school year. The appropriation was increased, from $150,000 for just startup grants, to 
$892,100 for the reimbursements, based on the number of breakfasts served.  

In the initial years of the program, the appropriation was more than sufficient to cover all claims, 
and unexpended funds carried over into the subsequent fiscal year. As a result of the increase in 
school breakfast participation, appropriated and carryover funds were fully expended by FY06. 
This is the first time claims were not paid at 100 percent. State aid payments have been prorated 
since FY06, as a result of the continued increase in school breakfast participation.  

The statutory reimbursement rate was increased to $0.15 per breakfast served beginning in 

FY08. Despite that increase, aid payments continued to be prorated. The highest per-meal 
reimbursement was achieved in FY09, when the program paid just over $0.14 per breakfast. 
Since then, the reimbursement rate has decreased steadily, as participation increased and the 
appropriation remained flat . The per-breakfast reimbursement decreased to just under $0.08 in 
FY16 and has remained below $0.08 per breakfast since.   

Table 2 shows the history of the school breakfast aid appropriation, reimbursement rates and 
proration of aid as well as projected reimbursements for FY23 through FY25.  

Table 2. School Breakfast Program Reimbursement History and Projections (FY16 ģ FY25) 

(FY23 Base Appropriation - $2,510,500) 

State 

Fiscal Year 

Breakfasts 

Served 

(Prior Year) 

Percent 

Change in 

Breakfasts 

Served 

Statutory 

Reimburse-

ment  

Cost to Fully 

Fund Statutory 

Rate 

Actual 

Reimburse-

ment  

Rate of 

Proration  

FY16 31,792,576 4.24% 0.15           4,768,886  0.079 53% 

FY17 31,764,537 -0.09% 0.15           4,764,681  0.079 53% 

FY18  32,138,309 1.18% 0.15           4,820,746  0.078 52% 

FY19  30,665,542 -4.58% 0.15           4,599,831  0.082 55% 

FY20  38,065,359 24.13% 0.15           5,709,804  0.066 44% 

FY21  34,763,789 -8.67% 0.15           5,214,568  0.072 48% 

FY22  40,663,528 16.97% 0.15           6,099,529  0.062 41% 

FY23 (est.) 42,696,704 5.00% 0.15           6,404,506  0.059 39% 

FY24 (est.) 44,831,540 5.00% 0.15           6,724,731  0.056 37% 

FY25 (est.) 47,073,117 5.00% 0.15           7,060,967  0.053 36% 

 

The department anticipates that the number of school breakfasts served will continue to 
increase by approximately five percent annually over the next few years, based on a smoothed 
average of participation between the 2010-11 and the 2020-21 school years (for aid distributed 
in FY12 through FY22). Participation in the school breakfast program has generally grown most 
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years, with an obvious interruption during the 2019-20 school year (COVID public health 

emergency beginning March 2020), as evidenced by the nearly nine percent drop in breakfast 
meal reimbursements between FY20 and FY21 (for meals served in 2018-19 and 2019-20 school 
years, respectively). The departmentĦs projection also reflect s the impact of the Community 
Eligibility Provision (CEP) under federal law, which requires that free breakfasts be served to 
every student in a participating CEP school.  

The base appropriation of $2,510,500 will be insufficient to fully fund (at 15 cents per meal) the 
projected number of meals for which schools may be reimbursed. Without an increase in the 
state school breakfast appropriation, the department estimates that reimbursement rates to 
public and private schools will continue to decrease in throughout FY23, FY24, and FY25:  

¶ FY21 ģ 7.2 cents per breakfast served 

¶ FY22 ģ 6.2 cents per breakfast served 

¶ FY23 ģ 5.9 cents per breakfast served (estimate) 

¶ FY24 ģ 5.6 cents per breakfast served est (estimate) 

¶ FY25 ģ 5.3 cents per breakfast served (estimate)  

The combination of a flat state appropriation and continued growth in participation in SBPs will 
result in lower reimbursement rates for participating schools. Continued reductions in the state 
reimbursement rate for schools under the SBP may result in decreased program viability and has 
the potential to reduce the number of schools that are able to continue to offer school breakfast 
programs. This, in turn, would very likely result in a reduction in the number of children who 

participate in the school breakfast programs, to the detriment of those students whose families 
are most in need of nutritional support.  

Program Changes 

Expanding Reimbursements to Other Institutions  

Currently, only public and private schools receive the state reimbursement for breakfasts 
served. This is not consistent with the state matching program for the federal school lunch 
program, under which independent charter schools, the stateĦs residential schools, and RCCs are 
eligible for state reimbursement. Table 3 below details the available data on the number of 
breakfasts served in independent charter schools, the stateĦs residential schools, and RCCs, as 

well as eligible expenditures if these entities were reimbursed at the same rate as participating 
institutions , from FY13 through FY20 (data not yet available for FY21 and FY22). Because the 
data indicates that the number of breakfasts served in these institutions shifts sometimes 
substantially from year to year, the department assumes that the number of breakfasts served in 
these schools/RCCs will be approximately 750,000 annually and will therefore require $112,500 
GPR in FY24 and in FY25 in order to fully fund all breakfast meal claims at $0.15 per meal.  
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Table 3. Independent Charter Schools, State Residential Schools, and RCCs 

Year Estimated 
Breakfasts Served 

Percent Change in 
Breakfasts Served 

Reimbursement 
at $.150 

FY13 840,983  $126,147 

FY14 924,822 10.0% 138,723 

FY15 900,783 -2.6% 135,117 

FY16 762,152 -15.4% 114,323 

FY17 795,437 4.4% 119,316 

FY18 399,479 -49.8%   59,922 

FY19 738,134 84.8% 110,720 

FY20 607,341 -17.7%   91,101 

 

Students attending these institutions  should have access to school breakfast just as students 
attending any other public or private school in the state. Allowing independent charter schools, 
the residential schools, and RCCs to receive state reimbursement for school breakfast could 
incentivize them to expand the number of students receiving school breakfast, or to offer a 
school breakfast program if a school does not already have a program. The department also 
believes that extending SBP eligibility to these entities will create stability in program 
participation and prevent the large swings in breakfasts served, as demonstrated in the table 
above, which benefit the students in attendance at those entities.  

Regardless of whether a child is enrolled in a public, private, or independent charter school, or 
receiving their education at one of the stateĦs residential schools or an RCC, state 

reimbursement supports the SBP, also to the benefit of the child. Although the department does 
not oversee RCCs, it is the state education agency responsible for disbursing federal USDA funds 
to RCCs, thus the inclusion of those institutions in the departmentĦs request.   

School Closures 

Under current law, the department reimburses SBP participants for breakfasts served in the 
prior school year; reimbursements are made for all breakfasts served, whether a school operates 
its SBP for the full year or just part of the year. Under current law, if a school were to actually 
cease operations, the department would be required to attempt to make payments for SBP 
reimbursements for the prior year breakfasts served. If an individual public school were to cease 
operations, SBP aid payments would still be made to the school district of the closed school; and 

in the case of school district consolidation, aid payments could be made to the newly 
consolidated district (based on the eligibility of the indivdiual districts prior to consolidation). 
However, closure of a private school (or a an independent charter school, RCC, or the stateĦs 
residential schools) presents a unique challenge, in that there simply would be no existing 
instiution to which the department could make payments after a school closure.  

This contrasts with state aid payments under the School Lunch Program, which requires that a 
school must participate in the program through the following year to receive the reimbursement 
for program participation in the previous year. The department does not propose the exact same 
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treatment for the SBP.  However, establishing an exception in the statute for private schools, 

independent charter schools, RCCs, and the residential schools, that absolves the department 
from making payments for meals served in the prior school year, would be beneficial. 

Proposal 

The department requests an increase to the appropriation for SBP reimbursements in order to 
fully fund eligible claims from participating public and private schools, as well as independent 
charter schools, RCCs, and the stateĦs residential schools in FY24 and FY25 at 15 cents per 
breakfast served, as shown in table 4, below. Additionally, the department proposes to cease 
payments to schools that ceased to operate at any point during or at the end of the previous 
school year. 

Table 4. Projected Costs of Providing Full Reimbursement at 15 cents per Breakfast 

 FY24 FY25 

Estimated Breakfasts Served (rounded)   

Current Law Eligible: 44,831,600 47,073,200 

Independent Charter Schools, Residential Schools, RCC: 750,000 750,000 

Total Estimated Breakfast Meals Served 45,581,540 47,823,117 

Cost of Reimbursements at $0.15 per Meal (rounded) $6,837,300 $7,173,500 

FY23 Base $2,510,500 $2,510,500 

Request $4,326,800 $4,663,000 

 

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request. 
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DECISION ITEM 6043 ģ SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION AID 

 

266 ģ Supplemental reimbursement for nutrition programs  

s. 20.255 (2)(co) [NEW]   

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding $0 $120,168,500  

Less Base $0 $0 

Requested Change $0 $120,168,500  

 

Request 

The department requests $120,168,500 GPR in FY25 to create a new categorical aid program to 
eliminate fees charged to students for meals served in schools. Under the new aid program, the 
department would pay school food authorities (SFAs) for the difference between the federal per-
meal reimbursement received by the SFA for a student who qualifies for a free meal and the 
federal per-meal reimbursement received by the SFA for a student that qualifies for a reduced-
price meal or who pays full-price for a meal. SFAs include school districts, independent charter 
schools, private schools, and other educational entities that participate in the National School 
Lunch Program. 

Background 

School districts, private schools, tribal schools, independent charter schools, and residential 
schools are eligible to receive reimbursements to offset the costs of providing nutritious meals 
and snacks to school-age children under various federal and state nutritional support programs, 
primarily serving children who meet income eligibility criteria for a free or reduced-price lunch 
(FRL) under the federal school lunch program.  

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) administers several federally-funded aid 
programs that support nutrition programs in public and private schools for students during 
regular school time, after-school and out-of-school time, and summer, as well as to support 
nutrition programs fo r individuals in adult care settings and children in childcare or pre-school 

settings. Generally, under the USDA federal grant programs, the reimbursement rate for each 
meal differs depending on a studentĦs economic status, as determined by eligibility for a free or 
reduced-price meal (i.e., FRL status). Exceptions include schools and school districts that 
participate in the Community Eligibility Provision (CEP), under which all students are eligible for 
meals at no cost to the family. The number of SFAs participating in the CEP has increased in a 
fairly stable manner, from 80 in the first school year (2014-15) to 115 in the 2020-21 school 
year; the number of individual schools participating in CEP grew from 347 to 487 during that 
same time frame.  
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The state also provides funding to support school nutrition programs in three GPR 

appropriations for programs administered by the department as described in the table below.  

 

Table 1. State Funded Nutritional Support Programs, K-12 Schools, and Elderly Nutrition 
Improvement Programs  

State Program FY23 

Appropriation  

Program Rules Who is Served 

Aids for School Lunches 

and Nutritional 

Improvement  

$4,218,100 Payments are determined by 

prorating the state's matching 

obligation based on the 

number of school lunches 

served to children in the prior 

year. 

1) School lunch: school districts, 

ICS, private, tribal schools, and 

the residential schools.     

2) Elderly nutritional 

improvement programs: school 

districts, UW System schools, 

and WTCS schools*. 

Reimbursement for 

School Breakfast 

Programs 

$2,510,500 Reimburse 15 cents for each 

breakfast served; prorated if 

appropriation is insufficient 

(prorated since FY06).  

School districts, private 

schools, and tribal schools (ICS 

and residential schools are not 

eligible under current law). 

Wisconsin School Day 

Milk Program 

$1,000,000 Reimburse for cost of milk 

served to eligible students in 

prior year; prorated if 

appropriation is insufficient 

(has been prorated as much as 

50%, until funding increase 

effective in FY20).    

School districts, private 

schools, and tribal schools (ICS 

and residential schools are not 

eligible under current law). 

*Payment data from FY20 indicates that the following UW System and WTCS schools received reimbursements: 
UWS ģ Eau Claire, Fox Valley, Green Bay, La Crosse, Madison, Marathon County, Milwaukee, Oshkosh, Platteville, 
River Falls, Stevens Point, Stout, Superior, Whitewater, and UW-Extension; WTCS: Fox Valley, Madison, 
Milwaukee, Waukesha County. 

 

Whil e these federal and state nutrition programs offset the costs to schools of operating food 
service programs, the combined federal and state funding does not fully support those programs. 
And, while revenue is generated for paid meals (families pay for meals if their children are eligible 
for a reduced-price meal, or do not meet any FRL eligibility criteria and pay Ĩfull priceĩ for a meal), 

in fact, it is not unusual for a school district to make an operating transfer from the districtĦs 
general fund for school operations in order to balance the districtĦs food service fund. According 
to annual financial reports received by the departmentĦs School Financial Services Team, nearly 
one-third of school districts have made such transfers: 131 districts made an operating transfer 
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from Fund 10 (general fund) to Fund 50 (food service fund) in FY19; current data for the FY20 

annual reports (still preliminary) show that 136 districts made such transfers36.  

Per federal guidelines, income eligibility for a reduced-price meal discontinues when family 
income exceeds 185% of the federal poverty level (FPL), and at 130% of the FPL for a free meal. 
The income eligibility thresholds for a free or reduced-price meal for the 2022-23 school year 
(FY23) is shown in the table below.  

Table 2. Eligibility for Free or Reduced-Price Meals, School Year 2022-23 (family of four) 

 Annual 
Income 

Percent of 
FPL 

Federal Poverty Line (FPL) $27,750 100% 
Eligibility for a Free Meal $36,075 130% 
Eligibility for a Reduced-Price Meal $51,338 185% 

 

School nutrition has continued to be an important and vital program that provides security to 
low-income students. Students who qualify for a reduced-price meal are still economically 
vulnerable, and their familyĦs income may in fact be negligibly higher than that of families whose 
income qualifies for a free meal (i.e., just above the 130 percent limit to qualify for a free meal). 
Yet, these families are required to pay a price for their studentsĦ meals.  

Students whose families struggle to pay for meals may suffer from Ĩlunch shamingĩ, which is any 
action in which a pupil is held publicly accountable for unpaid school lunch or other meals (Ĩlunch 
debtĩ), including: throwing away food intended for a student (rather than allowing the student to 

have it despite not being Ĩpaid forĩ), providing a less desirable alternative lunch, or requiring 
pupils to perform chores to pay off unpaid lunch/meal debts. Lunch shaming was the subject of a 
proposed bill in a previous legislative session (2019 Assembly Bill 84), introduced by 
Representative Gary Tauchen and Senator Lena Taylor. In order avoid the embarrassment of 
unpaid meal balances, students may choose to not eat a school-provided meal, and instead 

potentially go hungry, if their family does not have the resources to send food with the student to 
school. Eliminating the family charge for a reduced-price meal would remove that stigma and 
could encourage more students to take meals at school.  

At the time that DPI submitted its 2021-23 budget request (Fall 2020), only the first federal 
COVID response/stimulus bill (the CARES Act) had been enacted. The provision of free meals for 
all students enabled under the CARES Act was assumed to continue through the 2020-21 school 

year, but it was not known at that time whether the federal government would continue 
reimbursing schools for all meals beyond the 2020-21 school year. Subsequently, two more 

 

36 With the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, the federal government provided the opportunity for schools 
throughout the nation to essentially provide meals to all students, free of charge, from the start of the national 
public health emergency in March 2020 through summer 2022. Thus, the data on school district transfers from their 
general operating fund to their food service fund during that time (i.e., FY20, FY21, and FY22) is not comparable to 
that of the years preceding the pandemic and the public health emergency. 

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/2019/related/proposals/ab84.pdf
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federal stimulus/COVID response bills were enacted, and the universal federal reimbursements 

for all school meals continued through the 2021-22 school year. However, the USDA school 
nutrition programs have now returned to the reimbursement structures that existed prior to the 
COVID pandemic, beginning with the 2022-23 school year. It is quite possible that with this 
change, substantial numbers of students will no longer have access to school meals. 

Providing additional aid to school districts and schools to cover the differential  in the federal 
reimbursement amounts between free meals and reduced-price meals would allow children who 
are vulnerable to food insecurity to receive meals free of charge.  

Under this proposal, state aid would replace revenue from meal charges for all students for the 
breakfast, lunch, and snack programs. Whi le this proposal is not intended to increase net 
revenues for SFAs, in creating a stable, state-funded revenue stream for SFAs, there would 

presumably no longer be unpaid meal debt (and by extension, reduce operating transfers from a 
school districtĦs general fund to balance the food service fund). That said, the focus of this 
proposal is on helping families. Access to nutritious meals on a consistent basis is a vitally 
important factor in a studentĦs ability to learn and be successful in school; as such, providing that 
access for all students who otherwise would not have it is a matter of equity.  

Proposal  

The department proposes to create a new state aid program that would expand access to free 
meals for all students. Under the proposal, SFAs would receive aid payments equal to the amount 
of the difference in the federal reimbursement amount for free meals and that of reduced-price 
meals and full price meals, multiplied by the number of meals served (using prior year data on 
number of meals served). To be eligible to receive this state aid, the SFA would be prohibited 

from charging students for meals for which the SFA receives federal reimbursement.  

The department reviewed the data on the number of reduced-price meals served between FY15 
and FY22, using the average number of meals for each type to project the number of meals 
served in FY24, the basis for state aid payments in FY25. The tables below display projected 
meals served, the differential cost charged for reduced price and full price meals, and the 
estimated cost for the proposed Supplemental Nutrition Aid.   

Table 3. Projected Meals Served by Type and FRL Status (FY24) 

FRL Status Breakfast  Lunch Snack Total  
Free Meal 28,352,607 36,513,651 1,865,988 66,732,246 

Reduced Price Meal 1,973,136 3,980,432 11,912 5,965,480 
Full Price Meal 7,674,257  29,505,917 122,100 37,302,274 
 38,000,000 70,000,000 2,000,000 110,000,000 

 

Table 4. Proposed Reimbursement Rate for Reduced-Price Meals and Full Price Meals 

Reimbursement Per Meal Breakfast  Lunch Snack 

Reduced Meal $0.30 $0.40 $0.54 
Full Price Meal $1.67 $3.56       $0.99 
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Table 5. Reimbursement for Full and Reduced Price Meals (FY25)* 
 

Breakfast  Lunch Snack 
School Year Full Price 

Meals 
Reduced 

Price 
Full Price 

Meals 
Reduced 

Price 
Full Price 

Meals 
Reduced 

Price 

Number of Meals     7,674,257 1,973,136  29,505,917        3,980,432            122,100 11,912  
Aid/Meal  $1.67 $0.30 $3.56 $0.40 $0.99 $0.54 
TOTAL $12,816,009 $591,941 $105,041,065 $1,592,173 $120,879 $6,432 

*Based on meals served in FY24.  

 

The department proposes that this new aid program be created with a sum-sufficient 

appropriation, so that SFAs receive the full amount for which they are eligible (no proration of 

aid), based on the number of meals served, and the reimbursement differential, from the prior 
school year. The department requests $120,168,500 GPR  in FY25 for the new proposed 
appropriation.  

Table 6. Projected Costs of Supplemental Nutrition Aid Program  

FRL Status  FY25 

Reduced price eligible students $2,190,500 
Full price students $117,978,000 
Total  $120,168,500  

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request. 
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ADJUSTMENT TO PER PUPIL PAYMENTS FOR CHARTER, CHOICE, SNSP, and OPEN 

ENROLLMENT 

Under current law, the adjustment to the per pupil payment amount for independent charter 
schools (ICS), the stateĦs three private school parental choice programs, the Special Needs 
Scholarship Program (SNSP) are indexed to changes in resources for school districts. Specifically, 
the adjustment made each year is equal to the current yearĦs per student revenue limit 
adjustment plus the per member change in categorical aids. The latter is calculated by dividing 
the dollar change in categorical aids appropriations over the prior year by the prior yearĦs 
statewide revenue limit membership. This indexing mechanism is also used to adjust the full time 
transfer payment for purposes of public school open enrollment (OE).  

The department proposes to modify current law, such that these adjustments continue to be 

indexed to the revenue limit per pupil adjustment for school districts and to the dollar change in 
the Per Pupil Aid program (rather than the per member change in appropriations for all 
categorical aids). Using this proposed formula, the per pupil payments would be adjusted by 
$374 in FY24 and by $695 in FY25 (change to FY24). 

 FY24 FY25 
Per Pupil Revenue Limit Adjustment                $350            $650 

Change to Per Pupil Aid    $   24 $   45 

TOTAL Per Pupil Increase*                  $374               $695 
 

The estimated per pupil payments for ICS, choice programs, and the SNSP, as well as for full time 
OE transfer amount under the departmentĦs proposal are show below.  

 
 

FY23 Base FY24 FY25 
 Open Enrollment (regular)   $ 8,125   $ 8,499  9,194  
 Choice (K-8)   8,300  8,674   9,369  
 Choice (9-12)   8,946   9,320  10,015  
 Independent Charter Schools   9,165   9,539   10,234  
 Open Enrollment - Special Education  12,977   13,351   14,046  
 Special Needs Scholarship Program 12,977   13,351   14,046  

 

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request. 
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DECISION ITEM 6051 ģ INDEPENDENT CHARTER SCHOOLS REESTIMATE 

 

218 ģ Charter schools  

s. 20.255 (2)(fm)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding  $94,058,000   $103,526,400  

Less Base  $86,584,100   $86,584,100  

Requested Change  $7,473,900   $16,942,300  

 

289 ģ Charter schools; office of educational opportunities  

s. 20.255 (2)(fp)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding  $30,143,200   $37,681,600  

Less Base $ 9,805,000   $9,805,000  

Requested Change  $20,338,200   $27,876,600  

 

Request 

The department requests increases $27,812,072 GPR in FY24 and $44,818,837 GPR in FY25 in 
the appropriation for payments to independent charter schools (ICS) to reflect estimated 
payments based on enrollment projections and the per pupil payment for ICS, as proposed by the 
department .  

 

Proposal 

Based on the departmentĦs proposal for adjusting per pupil payments for ICS, and the 

departmentĦs projections for enrollments in ICS, the department requests in funding for the 
appropriations for ICS, per the information in the table below.  
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Table 1. ICS ģ Projected Pupils (FTE) and Costs (FY23-FY25) 
 

2022-23 2023-24 2024-25   
 

 

2r Independent Charter Schools Pupil Counts 
General FTE (Legacy)                  9,015                   9,265                   9,515  
Tribal College Authorized FTE                      520                       530                       540  
Totals                  9,535                   9,795               10,055  
    
OEO/2x Independent Charter Schools Pupil Counts 

FTE                  1,008                   3,160                   3,682  
Total                   1,008                   3,160                   3,682  

    
Combined ICS    
FTE              10,543               12,955               13,737  
Per Pupil Payment $ 9,165    $ 9,539   $10,234  
TOTAL COST  $97,250,062   $124,201,172   $141,207,937  
FY23 Base Appropriation (chapter 20)  $96,389,100 $96,389,100 
Requested Increases   $27,812,072   $44,818,837  

 

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request (adjustment to the per 
pupil adjustment index mechanism). 
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DECISION ITEM 6052 ģ MILWAUKEE PARENTAL CHOICE PROGRAM REESTIMATE  

 

235 ģ Milwaukee parental choice program  

s. 20.255 (2)(fu)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding  $252,428,200   $275,256,100  

Less Base  $244,416,600   $244,416,600  

Requested Change  $8,011,600   $30,839,500  

 

Request 

The department requests increases of $8,011,600 GPR in FY24 and $30,389,500 GPR in FY25 in 
the appropriation for payments to private schools in the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program 
(MPCP) to reflect estimated payments based on enrollment projections and the per pupil 
payments under the MPCP, as proposed by the department.   

 

Proposal 

Based on the departmentĦs proposal for adjusting per pupil payments for the MPCP, and the 
departmentĦs projections for enrollments in the MPCP, the department requests in funding for 
the appropriation for the MPCP, per the information in the table below.  
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Table 1. MPCP ģ Projected Pupils (FTE) and Costs (FY23-FY25) 
 

2022-23 2023-24 2024-25   
 

 

MPCP Pupil Counts 
Grades K-8  21,200   21,300   21,400  
Grades 9-12  6,900   7,100   7,300  
Total  FTE 28,100  28,400   28,700  
 Per Pupil Payment 
Grades K-8 $8,300  $8,674  $   9,369  

Grades 9-12  $8,946   $9,320  $10,015  

COSTS    
Grades K-8  $175,960,000   $184,756,200   $200,496,600  
Grades 9-12 $   61,727,400   $   66,172,000   $   73,109,500  
Summer School  $1,350,000   $1,500,000   $1,650,000  
TOTAL COST  $239,037,400   $252,428,200   $275,256,100  
FY23 Base Appropriation (chapter 20)  $244,416,600 $244,416,600 
Requested Increases   $8,011,600   $30,839,500  

 

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request (adjustment to the per 
pupil adjustment index mechanism). 
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DECISION ITEM 6053 ģ RACINE AND WISCONSIN PARENTAL CHOICE PROGRAMS 

REESTIMATE  

 

224 ģ Parental choice programs for eligible school districts   

s. 20.255 (2)(fr)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding  $202,156,900   $242,817,100  

Less Base  $172,417,000   $172,417,000  

Requested Change  $29,739,900   $70,400,100  

 

Request 

The department requests increases of $29,739,900 GPR in FY24 and $70,400,100 GPR in FY25 
in the appropriation for payments to private schools in the Racine Parental Choice Program 
(RPCP) and the Wisconsin Parental Choice Program (WPCP) to reflect estimated payments 
based on enrollment projections and the per pupil payments under the RPCP and the WPCP, as 
proposed by the department.    

Proposal 

Based on the departmentĦs proposal for adjusting per pupil payments for RPCP and WPCP, and 
the departmentĦs projections for enrollments in both programs, the department requests in 
funding for the appropriation for the the RPCP and WPCP, per the information in the table 
below.  
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Table 1. RPCP & WPCP ģ Projected Pupil s (FTE) and Costs (FY23-FY25) 
 

2022-23 2023-24 2024-25   
 

 

RPCP and WPCP Legacy Students Pupil Counts 
Grade K-8 Legacy  260   80   -    
Grade 9-12 Legacy  530   610   560  
    
RPCP and WPCP Incoming Students Pupil Counts 
Grade K-8 Incoming              15,540               17,770               19,900  

Grade 9-12 Incoming                  3,970                   4,440                   5,040  

    
Combined Legacy and Incoming  
Grade K-8 Total              15,800               17,850               19,900  
Grade 9-12 Total                  4,500                   5,050                   5,600  
 Per Pupil Payment 
Grades K-8 $8,300  $8,674  $   9,369  
Grades 9-12  $8,946   $9,320  $10,015  
COSTS    
Grades K-8  $131,140,000   $154,830,900   $186,443,100  
Grades 9-12  $   40,257,000   $   47,066,000   $   56,084,000  
Summer School*  $210,000    $260,000   $290,000   
TOTAL COST  $171,607,000   $202,156,900   $    242,817,100  
FY23 Base Appropriation (chapter 20)  $172,417,000  $172,417,000  

Requested Increases   $29,739,900   $70,400,100  

*Summer school estimates for all legacy and incoming students in both the RPCP & WPCP. 

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request (adjustment to the per 
pupil adjustment index mechanism). 
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DECISION ITEM 6054 ģ SPECIAL NEEDS SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM REESTIMATE  

 

250 ģ Special needs scholarship program   

s. 20.255 (2)(az)  

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 2023-24 
Request 

2024-25 
Request 

Requested Funding  $33,720,300   $41,201,000  

Less Base  $40,626,800   $40,626,800  

Requested Change  $(6,906,500)  $574,200  

 

Request 

The department requests a decrease of $6,906,500 GPR in FY24 and an increase of $574,200 
GPR in FY25 in the appropriation for payments to private schools in the Special Needs 
Scholarship Program (SNSP) to reflect estimated payments based on enrollment projections and 
the per pupil payments under the SNSP, as proposed by the department. The department also 
requests the elimination of the current law language that provides for an Ĩactual costĩ payment 
option, under Wis. Stat. sec.  

 

Proposal 

Based on the departmentĦs proposal for adjusting per pupil payments for the SNSP, and the 
departmentĦs projections for enrollments in the SNSP, the department requests in funding for 
the appropriation for the SNSP, per the information in the table below.  
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Table 1. SNSP ģ Projected Pupils (FTE) and Costs (FY23-FY25) 
 

2022-23 2023-24 2024-25   
 

 

SNSP Pupil Counts 
Full Scholarship FTE             1,961.6              2,311.6              2,661.6  
Partial K-8 FTE                  170.0                   225.0                   280.0  
Partial 9-12 FTE                     14.0                      19.0                      24.0  
Total  FTE             1,961.6              2,311.6              2,661.6  
 Per Pupil Payment 

Full Scholarship $12,977   $13,351   $14,046  
Grades K-8 $8,300  $8,674  $   9,369  
Grades 9-12  $8,946   $9,320  $10,015  

COSTS    
Full Scholarship  $25,455,683   $30,862,172   $37,384,834  
Grades K-8  $  1,411,000   $  1,951,650   $   2,623,320  
Grades 9-12  $      125,244   $      177,080   $       240,360  
Summer School  $100,000   $115,000   $130,000  
Actual Cost Pupils  $215,754   $274,596   $333,438  
TOTAL COST  $27,307,681   $33,380,498   $40,711,952  
FY23 Base Appropriation (chapter 20)    $40,626,800   $40,626,800  
Requested Changes   $(6,906,500)  $574,200  

 

Statutory Language 

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request (adjustment to the per 

pupil adjustment index mechanism). 

Additionally, the department requests the repeal of changes that were made in prior legislative 
Acts that provide for an Ĩactual costĩ basis for payments to private schools under the SNSP and 
for Special Education Open Enrollment. 

Actual cost basis for payments to private schools participating in the Special Needs Scholarship 
Program (SNSP) for a child with a disability enrolled under the SNSP, and for students with 
special needs who open enroll to a school district other than their resident district (special 
education open enrollment, SEOE).  

Relevant Statutes:  

Wis. Stat. sec. 115.7915 (4c) [and related cross-references] 

Wis. Stat. sec. 118.51 (12) [and related cross-references]  

The provisions related to the payments based on actual cost statements are not workable and 
create issues for schools, parents, school districts, and the department. Specifically, combining a 
prior year cost payment requirement with a current year payment requirement creates financial 
hardship and uncertainty for schools and districts. 
















































































